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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 
PERCEPTIONS REGARDING CRITICAL MANAGEMENT PROCESSES 
WITHIN AND AMONG SELECTED EXEMPLARY 
ESEA TITLE I PROJECTS 
by 
MURIEL ELIZABETH HAMILTON-LEE 
Purpose for the Study 
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(ESEA) is a large and influential federally-funded program to assist 
local school districts better meet the needs of, low-achieving students 
in schools serving low-income families. Because of the historical and 
ongoing importance of the Title I program — especially in urban school 
systems — and because of the vital role played by management functions 
within any educational organization, this study focused attention on 
the issue of local project management' in a selected sample of exemplary 
Title I projects. 
Perceptions of several key participants in each of nine exemplary 
projects were described and compared. The areas of management selected 
for investigation — called Critical Management Processes — included: 
(1) organizational interactions, (2) communications, (3) fiscal control, 
(4) program planning, (5) staff relations, and (6) evaluation. 
The overall objective of the research was to answer the following 
research questions: 
1. What are the perceptions of the key participants in each 




2. Do key participants within each project tend to have 
similar perceptions regarding critical management processes? 
3. Do key participants of the different projects tend to 
have similar perceptions regarding critical management 
processes? 
4. Do key participants holding the same job classification 
in the different projects tend to have similar perceptions 
regarding critical management processes? 
Procedures 
The primary data collection methods were a self-administered 
questionnaire and a structured telephone interview. The sample was 
identified by contacting all current exemplary Title I projects 
(as specified by the U.S. Office of Education) which function in at 
least three schools within their home school district. From those 
indicating interest in the study, nine were randomly selected. Three 
schools within each project were then selected at random for partici¬ 
pation. Ten persons in each project were sent questionnaires: the 
project director, the principals of the three selected schools, the 
lead Title I teacher in each school, and the school's Parent Advisory 
Council chairperson. 
Of the ninety questionnaires distributed, seventy-five were 
completed and returned to the investigator. Follow-up telephone 
interviews were completed with sixty-five of these persons. Data 
thus collected were tabulated and analyzed to answer the four 
research questions by descriptive and statistical comparisons within 
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and among projects. 
Findings 
Considerable variation was demonstrated by study respondents 
regarding perceptions in the critical management areas. Answers to 
Research Questions #2, #3 and #4 were all in the negative: the per¬ 
ceptions did not tend to be similar within the selected exemplary 
projects, among the several projects, nor among key participants 
holding the same job classification in each project. 
Conclusions 
1. The project director plays a significant and quasi-autonomous 
role in all project management processes. 
2. Project directors tend to use a leadership style which combines 
strong decision-making authority with broad-based participation in most 
management activities. 
3. Sample exemplary projects maintain extensive communications 
networks within their staffs and with parents, although the flow of 
information is not equally shared among all project participants. 
4. There is considerable diversity among the management processes 
used by exemplary Title I projects, suggesting that there is no single 
model for managing such projects. 
5. There is.considerable diversity in the perceptions of partici¬ 
pants within exemplary Title I projects and within project job categories 
although less in the former than in the latter. 
6. Further research is suggested to determine in more detail the 
significant aspects of management process which influence the successful 
implementation ol local Title 1 projects. 
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R. v a C i m 
When men lack a critical understanding of their 
reality, apprehending it in fragments which they 
do not perceive as interacting constituent 
elements of the whole, they cannot truly know 
that reality. 
- Paulo Freire 
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THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 
Background of the Problem 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which became 
Public Law 89-10 in 1965, grew out of a deep concern among educators, 
social scientists, public officials and lay persons that poor and 
minority children in America were not receiving the full benefits of 
this country's educational system. As part of the "New Frontier" in 
federal policies related to social and economic problems in general, 
the massive new education programs created by this law were by far the 
most ambitious attempts ever made by the federal government to influence 
the manner in which education services were to be delivered at state 
and local levels. The foundation of the new approach initiated by ESEA 
is described in the introduction to the original Act: 
The Congress hereby declares it to be the policy 
of the United States to provide financial 
assistance ... to local educational agencies 
serving areas with concentrations of children 
from low-income families to expand and improve 
their educational programs by various means 
. . . which contribute particularly to meeting 
the special educational needs of educationally 
deprived children.1 
lU.S.Congress, A Compilation of Federal Education Laws, Prepared 
for the Use of the House Committee on Education and Labor and the 
Senate Committee on Human Resources (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1977), p. 65. 
1 
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Although made up of five distinct components,2 ESEA is perhaps 
best known for its Title I. In this part of the legislation, a new 
commitment to expanding the overall scope of American public elementary 
and secondary education emerged. By Congressional mandate, specific 
funds were to be earmarked for compensatory education efforts to meet 
the special educational needs of students in schools with high percen¬ 
tages of low-income children. Although the federal government did not 
undertake the direct delivery of these special services, by providing 
substantial funds for this purpose it served as a catalyst for the 
development of innovative programs by state and local educational agencies 
to meet the needs of students who had been traditionally neglected by 
the public schools system. 
Seen in historical perspective, this new thrust was part of two 
distinct and seemingly conflicting political forces at work within the 
education milieu at that time. On the one hand, the 1954 Supreme Court 
decision in Brown v. Board of Education had opened a new era of concern 
for educational equality—a new dedication, at least at the federal 
level, to elimination of dual school systems based on race which so 
obviously discriminated against minority children. On the other hand, 
after the national shock and embarrassment caused by the Soviet Union's 
triumphant launch of Sputnik I in 1957, the concerns of many American 
educators and public officials had turned from desegregation per se to 
efforts designed to support and improve the education of our most 
2The five original component parts included: Title I, Financial 
assistance to local educational agencies for education of young children 
from low-income families; Title II, School library resources, textbooks, 
and other instructional materials; Title III, Supplementary educational 
centers and services; Title IV, Educational research and training; and 
Title V, Grants to strengthen state departments of education. (See 
U.S. Department of H.E.W., American Education 1 [April 196^ •) 
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talented students, especially those with skills in mathematics and 
science. A general mood had begun to take shape around a national 
determination to regain international prestige, even at the possible 
expense of relegating the continuing needs of poor, minority and low- 
achieving students in this country to secondary importance. 
Not until 1964, with the passage of the Economic Opportunity Act 
and the beginning of the more liberal social programs of the Johnson 
administration did political and education forces begin to move back 
toward the direction of expanding educational services for all children. 
With groundwork laid by efforts such as Project Head Start, Community 
Action Programs sponsored by Office of Economic Opportunity funds, the 
1964 Civil Rights Act, and the broad-based civil rights movement in 
general, a way was paved for the massive new thrust represented by ESEA 
Title I to strive toward the goal of more equitable educational oppor¬ 
tunity for children of the poor throughout the nation. 
Title I Services 
Turning legislative policy and goal statements into actions to 
implement Title I during the past fourteen years has been the responsibil¬ 
ity of state and local educational professionals. As pointed out by 
the U.S. Office of Education, "Public Law 89-10, the legislation which 
made Title I a fact, did not limit the kinds of services which could be 
provided with Title I funds.Program guidelines set by the Office of 
Education have always specified that services be designed and administered 
by local educational agencies (LEAs), under the general supervision of 
their respective state educational agencies (SEAs). The basic areas of 
-Hj.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Edu¬ 
cation, Title I ESEA: How It Works (Washington, D.C.: Government: Printing 
Office, 1978), p. 3. 
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recommended activity are: teaching assistance (by using funds to hire 
specialized teachers or teaching aides, to provide salary bonuses, to 
train teachers, aides and parents, or to hire special tutors); other 
instructional services (by setting up summer school programs or work- 
study projects, taking advantage of special consultants, and so forth); 
and supportive services (by providing health, transportation, nutrition 
or other human services when such are not available from any other 
community agency). 
In order to receive money from the federal government, each LEA 
seeking Title I support must develop and submit to its state Title I 
office an implementation plan to include areas such as: specific project 
objectives; procedures for assessing student needs; a clearly-stated 
formula for determining distribution of district Title I funds to all 
eligible schools; curriculum components, methods and materials to be 
used; administrative procedures; program evaluation design and techniques; 
and parent involvement arrangements. Regarding Title I, the U.S. Office 
of Education (USOE) philosophy centers around the principle that: 
No matter what services a Title I program 
provides for educationally deprived children, 
they will not be enough to help these children 
overcome their learning problems if they are 
not extra services. Title I funds are meant 
to be used in addition to State and local funds, 
not instead of them. (Emphasis included.)4 
Therefore, Title I funds must be used to supplement, not to supplant, pre¬ 
existing educational allocations. In addition, schools receiving these 
supplementary funds must provide services prior to the addition of Title 
I services that are at least comparable to those being provided by 
schools in the same district which do not receive Title I funds. 
4lbid., p. 8. 
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Given such broadly-defined guidelines, a wide variety of acceptable 
local approaches to Title I services has been created, with varying 
degree of success at reaching the overall objective of improving the 
educational services to and the academic performances of educationally 
disadvantaged children living in low-income communities. As will be 
shown in the Review of Related Literature, many critics of the Title I 
program have pointed out serious flaws in local delivery systems which, 
they claim, have made service implementation difficult and actual improve¬ 
ment of educational outcomes minimal, if not absent. 
Exemplary Title I Projects 
Because of such criticisms and in order to demonstrate positive 
models of successful local Title I efforts, the USOE's Division of Edu¬ 
cation for the Disadvantaged established in 1972 a system for identifying 
relatively more effective local projects and for sharing information 
about them with other interested school districts. While the projects 
identified as exemplary are not defined as the only successful Title I 
efforts, they are used as examples of some who have achieved the general 
goals outlined by the legislation. 
The Joint Dissemination and Review Panel (JDRP), made up of repre¬ 
sentatives from USOE and the National Institute of Education, meets on 
a regular basis to select these exemplary projects, which are then de¬ 
scribed in some detail through booklets, charts, filmstrips and other 
written or audio-visual materials and also provided with extra funds 
to package and disseminate information about their activities. Pro¬ 
jects are considered potential exemplary models if they can present 
solid evidence to show a high degree of effectiveness. The JDRP 
recognizes, however, that effectiveness cannot be defined simplisticaily. 
6 
As stated in the Panel's recent descriptive booklet: 
The evidence [indicating effectiveness] must 
be valid and reliable, the effect must be of 
sufficient magnitude to have educational im¬ 
portance, and it should be possible to repro¬ 
duce both the intervention and its effects at 
other sites.5 
The Panel acknowledges a wide range of positive impacts which a Title 
I project (intervention) might have on its participating students to 
make it truly effective. 
One example is gains: Students learn to read 
better, or they learn more in math. There 
are other possibilities: An intervention might 
result in improved attitudes toward school. 
Students might develop more positive self- 
concepts. They might have better mental or 
physical health.6 
To pass the test of effectiveness, each project which has been 
recommended for possible exemplary status must present to the JDRP 
evidence documenting its activities and student test scores in order to 
answer affirmatively the following six questions: 
1. Did a change occur in the students? 
2. Was the effect consistent enough and observed often 
enough to be statistically significant? 
3. Was the effect educationally significant? 
4. Can the intervention be implemented in another 
location with a reasonable expectation of comparable 
impact? 
5. How likely is it that the observed effects resulted 
from the intervention? 
6. Is the presented evidence believable and interprétable?^ 
Based on these six criteria, the Panel has identified twenty-three 
5G. Hasten Tallmadge, Ideabook: The Joint Dissemination and Review 
Panel (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1977), p. 2. 
6lbid., p. 3. 
^Ibid., pp. 9-60. 
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local Title I projects as exemplary.8 These projects are located in 
all parts of the country and use a number of different approaches to 
Title I service delivery, from individual tutoring to supplementary 
educational assistance for an entire community. Most of the projects 
have been in existence for at least five years and are able to demonstrate 
convincing evidence (most often based on standardized test scores) that 
their participating students are making consistent gains in academic 
achievement. 
As acknowledged examples of current educational programs that are 
successfully accomplishing improved performance levels among low-income 
students, the twenty-three Title I exemplary projects can perhaps offer 
valuable insight to what ingredients are useful or necessary for such 
success. Considerable information exists to describe their curricula, 
teaching methods, testing outcomes and general administrative guidelines; 
however, the vital component of day-to-day management procedures has, 
until now, remained virtually undocumented. The goal of this research 
is to better understand one specific aspect of local Title I implementa¬ 
tion—that of project management—by looking closely at nine exemplary 
projects and analyzing how they are managed at the local level. 
Project Management 
As in any organization, the administrative structure and procedural 
guidelines specified by a Title I project serve to describe the basic 
framework for the interactions and decision-making processes which are 
to take place among its various participants. An important aspect of the 
aFor a current listing of exemplary projects, see U.S. Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education, The Title I/NDN 
Conferences: Transferring Success; Program Guide for 1978-79 conferences. 
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written description of each exemplary Title I project is a carefully 
documented management directory which presents an outline of the pro¬ 
ject's structure and specifies particular goals and tasks in each of 
the following administrative areas: 
Overall management approach; Communicating with 
school and community; Continuing beyond the first 
year; Budget; Selecting and scheduling students; 
Instruction; Staff selection, training and rela¬ 
tionships; Materials, equipment, supplies and 
tests; and Facilities.9 
(See Appendix E for sample Management Directory outline.) 
The concern of this research is to take a critical look beyond 
the written outline for management procedures into the unwritten inter¬ 
action patterns which determine the basic character of these nine Title 
I projects. Such patterns can provide clear indicators of a number of 
characteristics about each project, such as the manner in which decisions 
are made and by whom, what lines of authority exist and how they are 
sustained, which organizational positions or individuals tend to control 
the flow of information, and what interactions take place between the 
project and the "outside world." By thus developing a broad, composite 
perceptual description of each project, the investigator focuses atten¬ 
tion on how the various components of each selected project work together 
as a functioning organization. 
Key participants in most Title I projects include the project 
director (or coordinator), principals of the various schools participa¬ 
ting in that project, teachers, aides, counselors and other school staff 
persons in participating schools, and parents of the Title I students, 
yRMC Research Corporation, Project Management Directory, prepared 
for each exemplary Title I project (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of 
Education, 1976). 
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either as individuals or through membership on a Parent Advisory Council. 
These project participants interact not only among themselves but also 
with district school administration personnel such as the superintendent 
of schools, the district Title I Parent Advisory Council, often a district- 
level administrator who supervises all Title I and/or compensatory edu¬ 
cation projects throughout the district, school board members and, in many 
instances, staff persons of other Title I projects in the same district. 
In order to ascertain perceptions of key participants regarding 
project management, the investigator has identified six "critical manage¬ 
ment processes" which can be seen in all exemplary Title I projects in 
some form. These general processes seem to capture the basic underlying 
themes of the management categories listed above as components of 
exemplary projects and are used as a framework for the descriptive anal¬ 
yses throughout the research. The six processes include: 
(1) Organjzational Interactions: how various project participants 
relate to one another in terms of role responsibilities and 
decision-making patterns; how project members relate to the school 
district in which they are located. 
(2) Communications : how extensive is the network of information 
dissemination about the project; what positions facilitate and 
control the flow of communications, on both the formal and informal 
basis. 
(3) Fiscal Control: who develops the project's budget and who 
controls expenditure of project funds. 
(4) Program Planning: what positions exert major influence over 
the general development of project objectives, educational 
strategies and methods; who participates in the annual planning 
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process; who plans the actual curriculum activities offered to 
Title I students at the school level. 
(5) Staff Relations: who carries primary responsibility for 
selecting, training and supervising the various staff people 
working on Title I activities; procedures used to carry out 
these three staff functions. 
(6) Evaluation : who are the primary participants in designing and 
implementing project evaluation, both at the school and the pro¬ 
ject or the district level; what aspects of the project are in¬ 
cluded in the evaluation; who has direct access to evaluative 
reports and how they are used. 
Statement of the Problem 
This research is a comparative study of critical management pro¬ 
cesses within and among selected exemplary Title I projects, as perceived 
by key participants of those projects. 
Research Questions 
1. What are the perceptions of the key participants in each 
' selected exemplary Title I project regarding critical management 
processes? 
2. Do key participants within each project tend to have similar 
perceptions regarding critical management processes? 
3. Do key participants of the different projects tend to have 
similar perceptions regarding critical management processes? 
4. Do key participants holding the same job classification in the 
different projects tend to have similar perceptions regarding 
critical management processes? 
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Assumptions 
In carrying out the study, the following basic assumptions regarding 
the topic under investigation are acknowledged: 
1. The Title I projects specified as exemplary by the U.S. Office 
of Education are accomplishing significant and worthwhile gains in 
the achievement levels of their participating students. 
2. Management characteristics and patterns of a Title I project 
are significant aspects of the overall functioning of any such 
project. 
3. Perceptions of persons participating in an educational project 
can offer valid indicators and insights regarding the management 
activities taking place in the project. 
4. A careful analysis of what perceptions exist among key partici¬ 
pants in exemplary Title I projects regarding critical management 
processes can produce new and useful information to better under¬ 
stand and to improve the delivery of compensatory education services 
in general and Title I services in particular. 
Scope and Limitations 
The study includes a sample of nine exemplary Title I projects. 
Descriptions and analyses of the projects include only those 
management processes identified by the investigator as critical. 
No attempt has been made to evaluate the strengths or weaknesses 
of the management processes or any other aspect of the projects included 
in the sample. 
Descriptions of the activities taking place in each project are 
limited to the reported perceptions of the key participants who are 
12 
part of the study sample. 
The study describes the school districts in which the selected 
Title I projects are being implemented only in regard to procedures 
and services which are specifically related to Title I. 
Any generalizations about educational management derived from study 
results may be applied only to exemplary Title I projects and not to any 
other components of local, state or federal education services. 
Importance of the Study 
During the summer of 1978, Congress passed legislation to sustain 
authorization for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act for another 
five years, with a Title I appropriations level of $3.1 billion for 
fiscal year 1979. Title I thus will maintain its status as the largest 
educational program funded by the federal government. Over the past 
fourteen years, state and local educational agencies have become accustomed 
to Title I funds, not only to provide supplementary services to low- 
achievers within their jurisdictions, but also to compensate somewhat for 
the imbalances of school finance potential between wealthy and poor com¬ 
munities. Thus, Title I without question seems to enjoy a secure future. 
Ongoing information and analysis of Title I projects can be especial¬ 
ly important to urban educators and all persons concerned with the edu¬ 
cation of black or other minority students. Current trends clearly in¬ 
dicate that problems of quality education, school finance reform, equal 
opportunity for racial minorities and local control of education services 
are continuing issues, exacerbated by America’s present economic 
instability and tax-payer challenges to public spending of all kinds. 
Federal funding through Title I (and other education programs) carries 
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with it an especially broad impact on the educational structures, strategy 
options and political influence in urban areas, which rely heavily on this 
supplemental funding for much of their basic education budgets. 
Of the more than 14,000 Title I projects currently sponsored by 
LEAs across the country, only twenty-three are labeled "exemplary." By 
looking closely at the management systems of a number of these projects, 
the study provides systematic data to open a new dimension in our ability 
to understand and develop other effective education programs for poor and 
under-achieving students at all grade levels. The data may well suggest 
to the U.S. Office of Education new and better ways to provide technical 
assistance to interested LEAs which strive to improve their own Title I 
services. 
Definition of Terms 
Compensatory Education: specially designed instructional services 
for children who are below average in achievement, with primary emphasis 
generally on reading and language skills. 
Critical Management Process: a series of operations or actions 
which are ongoing and significant parts of the administration of an 
organization or project and which determine the general type and manner 
of interactions among participants within that organization or project. 
Educational Management: administrative activities and procedures 
(both written and verbal) used to facilitate an education program, often 
falling into broad areas of decision-making and problem-solving to 
accomplish tasks such as planning, fiscal management and budgeting, 
personnel supervision, evaluation, facilities management and so forth. 
Educationally Disadvantaged Children: those children who consistently 
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score below the norms for their age group on standardized achievement 
tests; also termed low-achievers or educationally deprived students. 
Exemplary Title I Project: a local Title I project which has been 
reviewed by the Joint Dissemination and Review Panel of the U.S. Depart¬ 
ment of Health, Education and Welfare's Education Division and designated 
as especially effective at reaching its programmatic goals and thus worthy 
to serve as a model for other local districts. 
Local Educational Agency (LEA): the agency of a community which 
carries primary administrative responsibilities for public education in 
that community; often synonymous with the local school district office 
or school superintendent's office. 
State Educational Agency (SEA): the agency of a state which carries 
primary administrative responsibilities for public education in that 
state; often synonymous with the state department of education. 
Title I: the first of five sections of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, or Public Law 89-10, with its various amendments. 
CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
This research has taken into account previous works which have 
been published in several areas related to its focal topic—local 
management of exemplary Title I projects. The related areas include: 
(1) educational management and governance, (2) the background of 
compensatory education in America, (3) administrative guidelines 
specified by USOE for Title I, and (4) evaluations of Title I manage¬ 
ment over the past decade. 
Educational Management and Governance 
The delivery of educational services is a complex activity made up 
of a number of components. A great deal of attention is generally given 
to the most obvious and observable components of this process, such as 
the actual interactions between student and teacher, the instructional 
facilities and materials used during such interactions, the general be¬ 
havior of teachers and administrators, and the measured outcomes of the 
school experience in terms of grades, test scores or the overall level 
of success of a particular school and its graduates. 
Only recently has attention also been devoted to another and 
equally important component of the education process: the management and 
governance of schools and school systems. There is growing realization 
among educators, parents, public officials and social scientists that 
education cannot be clearly understood when viewed as a simplistic, 
isolated institution set apart from other social, economic or political 
15 
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systems of society. As stated by Cistone: 
Despite the historic importance of education 
as a public function, it was not until recently 
that its policy making system became the focus 
of serious scholarly and popular concern.1 
Zeigler and Jennings point out the importance of seeing education in its 
full and proper light, asserting that "Schools are political entities. 
Unfortunately, they have not been so regarded until recently."2 In 
spite of considerable research into education issues, these authors main¬ 
tain: "... the fact is that no one has systematically analyzed the 
governing of American schools." (Emphasis included.)3 
The absence of regard for educational governance has perhaps been 
a by-product of an active reform movement in Amei'ican education which 
took place during the 1890's and early decades of the 20fh century. 
During that period, education reformers attempted—quite successfully— 
to remove much of the overt and often arbitrary political control being 
exerted over educational decisions at both local and state levels. In 
order to stimulate a more independent system of schools, one governed by 
professional educators rather than political appointees, the public was 
encouraged to think of education as apolitical, above the petty machinations 
of politics and political parties. Documented by Kirst: 
This turn-of-the-century movement swept away 
the spoils system for teaching jobs, governance 
by subcommittees of ward-based school boards, 
IPeter J. Cistone, "Educational Policy Making," The Educational 
Forum 42 (November, 1977): 90. 
^L. Harmon Zeigler and M. Kent Jennings, Governing American 
Schools: Political Interaction in Local School Districts (N. Scituate, 
Mass.: Duxbury Press, 1974), p. 1. 
3lbid. 
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and decentralized school management.^ 
The result of this movement was to be a deeply-held attitude on the 
part of educators and lay persons alike, as described by Wirt and Kirst: 
By mutual but unspoken and long-standing 
agreement, American citizens and scholars have 
contended for many years that the world of 
education is and should be kept separate from 
the world of politics.5 
Paradoxically, many education reformers of today are attempting 
to move public opinion in a direction directly opposite from their 
earlier counterparts: to use more, not less, political strategy and 
povTer to improve existing educational practices. Kirst points out: 
In short, recent reforms in school governance 
is a growing force that runs counter to the 
1890-1920 theme of separating education and 
politics.6 
To understand how education is governed and managed is not a 
simple endeavor. Zeigler and Jennings remind us that "Educational 
government occurs at multiple levels and is subject to the behavior of 
multiple actors at each level."7 Issues and problems surrounding the 
development and implementation of educational policy are correspondingly 
increased by the number of levels and actors involved. Regarding this 
reality, Mann concludes: 
The multi-faceted complexity of [educational] 
policy problems, their longevity, the necessity 
to act on them in a future that cannot be known— 
all these factors combine to reinforce the role 
^Michael Kirst, State, School and Politics (Lexington, Mass.: 
Lexington Books, 1972), p. xix. 
^Frederick M. Wirt and Michael W. Kirst, Political and Social 
Foundations of Education (Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 
1972), p. 5. 
^Kirst, p. xx. 
^Zeigler and Jennings, p. 12. 
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of uncertainty with respect to policy 
problems.8 
The uncertainty referred to above is manifest not only in the 
governance (policy development) aspect of education, but also in the 
management (policy implementation) aspect. Educational management 
(used throughout this work as synonymous with educational administra¬ 
tion) can be simply defined as the process of "mobilizing the efforts 
of a number of people toward the achievement of a common goal."9 To 
better understand how educators go about implementing policy decisions, 
a number of behavioral and educational researchers and theoreticians 
have attempted to describe and analyze various methods used to mobilize 
groups of people in educational settings, from a classroom to a school 
to an entire school district, toward some common goal. 
Rappaport focuses attention on the application of management in¬ 
formation systems, based on the assumption that: "Information, that is, 
data organized to be useful for decision making, is essential to the 
survival of all goal-oriented organizations."10 Other writers, such as 
Griffiths, describe in detail the overall decision-making roles and 
strategies most often utilized by educational administrators.il Joseph 
looks at the personality and habits of persons holding administrative 
8Pale Mann, Policy Decision-Making in Education (New York: Teachers 
College Press, 1975), p. 16. 
9Roald F. Campbell, Introduction to Educational Administration 
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1966), p. 67. 
lOAlfred Rappaport, ed., Information for Decision Making: Quantitative 
and Behavioral Dimensions (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1975), 
p. ix. 
^-Daniel E. Griffiths, "Administration as Decision-Making," in 
Administrative Theory in Education, ed. Andrew W. Halpin (London: The 
Macmillan Company, 1958), pp. 119-149. 
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positions, claiming that: "... there is an important relationship 
between educational administration and administrative knowledge which 
is not [obtained] through the conceptual, logical, and discursive use 
of reason."l2 On the other hand, March and Simon focus our attention 
on interrelations between motivation and cognition to explain organiza¬ 
tional management and behavior.13 Structuralists, such as Weber, point 
to formal lines of authority and distribution of supervisory responsi¬ 
bilities in order to explain how educational programs, organizations or 
institutions function.14 
For the purposes of this limited review of an extensive range and 
volume of literature regarding educational management and governance, it 
can be summarized by stating that there is a clear need to understand 
how educational organizations are managed and controlled if one is to 
understand their nature and character. To look merely at the curriculum, 
learning objectives, student body demographic characteristics, staff 
qualifications, or any other specific aspect of an educational program 
can reveal only a portion of what actually is taking place within that 
program. For both the educational researcher and practitioner, Pettigrew's 
words are useful: "Those who accurately understand how a structure 
operates are in a much better position to make it work to their advantage 
than those who do not."15 
l^Ellis Joseph, The Predecisional Process in Educational Administra¬ 
tion (Homewood, 111.: ETC Publications, 1975), p. 3. 
13james G. March and H. A. Simon, Organizations (New York: Wiley 
and Sons, 1958). 
l%ax Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organizations, trans. 
Talcott Parsons (New York: The Free Press, 1947). 
l^Andrew Pettigrew, The Politics of Organizational Decision-Making 
(London: Tavistock Publications Limited, 1973), p. 274. 
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In addition to the growing trend toward understanding general 
theories of educational management per se, educators are finding it 
more and more necessary to have a full working knowledge of management 
issues and tools in order to successfully cope with increasingly complex 
school environments. As outlined in the introduction to a special 
issue of the journal Theory Into Practice devoted entirely to admini¬ 
strative concerns : 
Schools are no longer quiet sanctuaries where 
administrators and supervisors concentrate 
their thoughts on a predictable array of pro¬ 
blems. Instead they tend now to be hub-bubs 
of activity and the spawning ground for many new 
and seemingly intractable problems.16 
Moreover, during the past several years, educational and social 
services have faced growing challenges from public officials, citizen 
organizations and the media to justify their ongoing expenditure of 
public funds. Increasingly, demands for fiscal accountability and cost 
effectiveness have focused an intense spotlight on such services, 
whether eminating from the federal, state or local level. In most in¬ 
stances, the acknowledged target of scrutiny is program management. 
While most critics of educational services do not disagree with the goals 
of improved performance or greater opportunity for disadvantaged stu¬ 
dents, they are, however, quick to point an accusing finger at what 
might appear as unnecessary red tape or complex bureaucratic procedures 
which require ever-increasing administrative staffs and budgets. 
Thus, for both theoretical and practical reasons, the literature 
on educational management and governance has grown with the growing 
needs of educators. Before turning to the application of this background 
^Theory Into "Practice 40 (October, 1976): 242. 
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to the specific topic of ESEA Title I and its management components, a 
brief review of the broader topic of compensatory education in this 
country is presented to complete the groundwork for further discussion. 
Compensatory Education in America 
Among the numerous social reforms initiated during the 1960’s in 
this country, educators and public officials undertook a well-publicized 
and enthusiastic effort to find a solution to the growing problem of 
underachievement among students in public schools. Perhaps because many 
of the low-achieving students were also poor and from minority ethnic 
groups, a new concept was created to explain why such children had 
unique educational problems, the concept of "cultural deprivation." As 
described by Riessman, a culturally deprived child was by definition 
also educationally deprived and, most probably, came from a home environ¬ 
ment which did not provide adequate intellectual or emotional support to 
give him or her a useful foundation on which to build academic skills 
in school. 
Based on this general—albeit simplistic and in fact fallacious— 
point of view, a number of educational programs were developed by the 
federal government and several of the states to compensate for the 
assumed inadequate home foundations among poor and minority children. 
Reviewing the literature which emerged to describe the cultural depri¬ 
vation approach and the resulting educational programs, one can find an 
abundance of both detail and controversy.18 Over the past fifteen years 
l^Frank Riessman, The Culturally Deprived Child (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1962). 
l^Mona McCormick, Primary Education for the Disadvantaged: What 
the Literature Reveals (LaJoila, Cal.: Western Behavioral Sciences 
Institute, 1975). 
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or so, educators have struggled to understand the actual nature of the 
learning process and how it takes place (or fails to take place) in 
differing environments. They have studied the cultural differences 
among various groups in this country. They have devised a number 
of innovative strategies for working with students from economically 
disadvantaged homes in the hope of facilitating the learning process and 
overcoming the areas of observed or assumed deprivation.19 
Since the beginnings of the compensatory education movement, dis¬ 
agreement, uncertainty and inconclusive results have plagued policy¬ 
makers, researchers and educational practitioners.20 Nevertheless, a 
general model for compensatory education seems to have emerged out of 
the 1960's, one which demonstrates the several components considered 
by most to be important in programs such as ESEA Title I. Basic fea¬ 
tures of this theoretical model would include: 
- curriculum objectives and materials which are multi¬ 
cultural in scope; 
- parent involvement in some form and/or efforts to improve 
communications between school personnel and parents; 
- teaching strategies that include positive feedback to 
students, increased levels of expectation for student per¬ 
formance, and careful attention to showing respect for the 
personal and ethnic heritage of each student; 
- educational goals that take into consideration the full 
range of coping skills deemed important for poor and minor¬ 
ity children; 
- an acknowledged need for community commitments and co¬ 
operation with the schools; and 
15 Mario D. Fantini and Gerald Weinstein, The Disadvantaged : Challenge 
to Education (New York: Harper & Row, 1968). 
20 See articles in Harvard Educational Review, Reprint Series No. 5, 
"Challenging the Myths: The Schools, The Blacks, and The Poor," 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971). 
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- ongoing evaluation of program activities, including fre¬ 
quent testing of participating children for academic pro¬ 
gress and social-emotional growth.21 
The literature on compensatory education has by and large concen¬ 
trated on either the philosophical or the instructional objectives and 
strategies of special services to under-achievers. Very little discussion 
has been included about the management or administrative functions with¬ 
in such programs. For example, the extensive study of educational equity 
carried out by Coleman and his associates in 1966 identified three aspects 
of an educational environment that have a significant impact on student 
achievement: the physical facility, including materials and equipment; 
teacher quality; and the educational backgrounds and aspirations of the 
student's peers.22 The research design gave virtually no attention to 
variables of school or district organization and management characteris¬ 
tics, although an early description of the research scope prepared by 
the U.S. Commissioner of Education at the outset of the study included 
the area of school organization and administration among the topics to 
be investigated. 23 Because management questions were in fact never 
raised, there was no way to measure their importance for affecting an 
educational setting. 
As will be discussed in greater detail regarding Title I projects 
in the subsequent section of this chapter, perhaps the area of program 
management in compensatory education has traditionally not been 
21See William W. Brickman and Stanley Lehrer, Education and the 
Many Faces of the Disadvantaged (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1972). 
22james Coleman, Equality of Educational Opportunity (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1966). 
23Ibid., p. 549. 
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emphasized in the literature because it has not been greatly emphasized 
by program administrators themselves. In their extensive review of 
federal education programs, Berman and McLaughlin point to this lack of 
attention to management affairs as one of the essential reasons why 
special programs for disadvantaged students have had only limited success 
in actually facilitating educational innovation. Their investigation 
showed that, "... what a project was mattered less than how it was 
done," (emphasis included)24 thus suggesting the importance of management/ 
implementation features. In the majority of cases, such features were 
basically overlooked by most program participants. 
As a partial explanation for why there is usually only scant 
attention devoted to management functions, Berman and McLaughlin acknowledge 
the difficulty of actually measuring how a program is operated or what 
managerial skills are in fact being utilized in special projects, whe¬ 
ther administered at the state or the local level. It is perhaps because 
of this difficulty that the literature has not attempted to include more 
analysis of issues such as decision-making, organizational communications, 
leadership styles or role interactions within compensatory education 
programs. 
An alternative explanation for this lack of attention is offered 
by Ogbu. His thesis claims that the overriding objective of America’s 
educational system is to rationalize and perpetuate a social caste 
structure which keeps all minority people in permanent positions of 
inferiority.25 Compensatory education is, by his analysis, carefully 
24paul Berman and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, Federal Programs 
Supporting Educational Change, Vol. No.8: Implementing and Sustaining 
Innovations (Santa Monica, Cal.: Rand Corporation, 1978). 
2^John U. Ogbu, Minority Education and Caste (New York: Academic 
Press, 1978) . 
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geared and structured to provide only a minimum of instructional sup¬ 
ports for students and absolutely no methods by which existing local, 
state or federal education policies can actually be challenged or 
modified. Many critics of the management designs found in Title I pro¬ 
jects point to just such a conspiratorial explanation for why there is 
minimal or no opportunity built into those programs to effect substantive 
innovation in the administration or policy-setting patterns of their 
host school districts. 
Compensatory education in America is still a relatively new and 
changing phenomenon. As indicated in the literature, fundamental ques¬ 
tions remain unanswered concerning what it does or should do for students. 
Even less clear is the question of how programs for disadvantaged students 
are or should be administered. The research undertaken by this investi¬ 
gator is based on the belief that a better understanding of educational 
management within compensatory education services is an important next 
step for both evaluating existing programs and developing new and more 
successful ones in the future. 
Management Guidelines for Title I 
The overall administrative structure of ESEA Title I specifies a 
three-tiered cooperative arrangement. The federal level, through the 
U.S. Office of Education: 
- approves applications from states for Title I funding; 
- makes funds available to the states; 
- develops and disseminates regulations, guidelines and other 
written materials about the program as a whole; 
- provides consultative services to state programs; 
- reviews and evaluates local and state projects; and 
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- compiles fiscal, statistical and programmatic reports on the 
program. 
State educational agencies (SEAs) must: 
- allocate state funds to eligible local districts; 
- assist LEAs to develop projects; 
- approve proposed projects according to general guidelines and 
make payments to approved local projects on a regular basis; 
- maintain fiscal records on all aspects of state Title I 
operations ; and 
- prepare and submit fiscal and evaluative reports to USOE. 
Local educational agencies (LEAs): 
- develop detailed plans for their own community; 
- implement approved projects; 
- make public all terms and provisions of their approved projects; 
- carry out ongoing evaluations of their activities and student 
progress ; 
- maintain fiscal records; and 
- submit programmatic and financial reports to the appropriate 
state office.26 
General descriptions of this management task distribution have been 
prepared by the USOE in the form of brochures, pamphlets and official 
manuals to assist SEAs and LEAs prepare project applications and imple¬ 
ment funded project activities. In addition, a number of advocacy 
organizations, as well as state and local education offices, have pre¬ 
pared both formal and informal informational materials to describe how 
26u.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of 
Education, History of Title I ESEA (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1969), p. 4. 
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Title I is organized at the three levels of governance.27 
Regulations governing Title I management are general to the point 
of seeming vague. On the other hand, the level of expenditure for this 
function of the program would indicate a high degree of importance. 
According to the recent National Institute of Education study: 
The administrative effort [for Title I] is 
smallest at the federal level, which spends 
less than $5 million a year and employs 100 
people in the U.S. Office of Education (OE). 
States employ approximately 1,000 persons 
in their Title I offices, and the 50 states 
received $20 million in Federal funds in 
fiscal year 1976 to cover administrative 
costs. The 14,000 school districts receiving 
Title I funds spent approximately $120 million 
on administration in fiscal year 1976, quite 
apart from their expenditures for services 
to disadvantaged children.28 
In addition, there seems to be a growing awareness of the direct 
relationship between good administration (especially at the local 
level) and high quality program performance. The NIE study's Final 
Report indicates that: 
Recent research suggests that the success of 
instructional programs depends on choices 
made at the local level. The results of a 
wide variety of studies indicate that organi¬ 
zational and administrative factors may be 
critical to the effectiveness of programs 
aimed at improving children's achievement.29 
27see Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, A Handbook on 
Title I Application, prepared by the Federal Education Project (Wash¬ 
ington, D.C.); and National Urban League, Parent Power and Title I ESEA 
(New York: National Urban League, 1970). 
28u.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Institute 
of Education, Administration of Compensatory Education (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1977), p. 1. 
^U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Institute 
of Education, Compensatory Education Study: A Final Report (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 109. 
28 
However, in spite of the substantial expenditures and acknowledged 
importance of management activities within Title I there is little in¬ 
formation available regarding how these activities actually take place 
within school districts. In developing its local plan, a district must 
identify the educationally deprived children in low-income areas and 
determine their special needs, select eligible attendance areas and from 
these select specific project areas, determine what grade levels to in¬ 
clude in the project, coordinate Title I with other district programs 
(whether specially-funded or regular), determine instructional methods, 
materials and equipment to be used, determine what selection and training 
methods to use for Title I teachers, aides and counselors, and make in¬ 
formation about the project available to the public in the community.30 
At each of these basic steps, parents are to be actively involved. Be¬ 
cause of the great flexibility that characterizes Title I regulations, 
each district goes about these tasks in a different manner. A single 
description of project management at the local would therefore be 
inappropriate, if not impossible. 
Turning to specific descriptions of individual local projects 
also fails to provide much insight into management activities. Publi¬ 
cations prepared by the Office of Education, such as Educational Pro¬ 
grams That Work or Profiles in Quality Education, concentrate their 
narratives on who the target population is, what instructional and 
special services are provided, the success rate for students involved 
30u.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of 
Education, Title I ESEA: How It Works (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1976), p. 35. 
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(test score improvements), and how much each project costs to operate.31 
Neither the structure nor the process for administering a project is 
included in these descriptions. 
As an exception to this general rule of omitting written informa¬ 
tion about project management, the Title I projects which are designated 
as exemplary have fairly detailed descriptions of how their management 
operations are designed. As pointed out in the preceding chapter, for 
most of these projects a Management Directory is prepared, outlining the 
specific tasks considered necessary for the project director to administer 
and coordinate the various project components. Literature by and about 
these special projects acknowledges the importance of the management 
function. As stated in one of the Management Directories: 
The approach to project management is one of 
the main features distinguishing effective 
projects from less effective ones .... The 
instructional system produces an effective 
learning situation for the students; the 
management system makes it happen.32 
Guidelines provided for each exemplary project are unique to only 
one project and thus vary somewhat from one to another. They are general 
in nature and open to at least some flexibility of interpretation by 
other districts which select to adopt the exemplary model. Where 
exemplary projects are similar to regular projects is the fact that 
descriptions of their actual operation tend to also focus on instructional 
31u.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of 
Education, Educational Programs That Work: Title I ESEA and Profiles In 
Quality Education (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978). 
32RMC Research Corporation, Project Management Directory: IRIT 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, 1976), p. 1. 
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rather than managerial activities.33 
Thus, management guidelines for Title I can only be understood 
in broad outline by reviewing the literature. A decision at the outset 
of the national program to allow local and state semi-autonomy regarding 
the use of federal funds has resulted in great diversity and freedom 
to run projects as local administrators see fit. More detailed under¬ 
standing can only be obtained through direct observation of the projects 
themselves. 
Evaluation of Title I Management 
Evaluations of Title I, which began shortly after the inception of 
ESEA in 1965 and have continued until the present time, have been numerous 
and varied. In the eyes of some, such as Hawkridge (1968), many of these 
project evaluations have been not only subjective and culturally biased, 
but also clearly not designed to demonstrate careful research methods or 
analysis.34 Nevertheless, in spite of difficulties and shortcomings of 
such efforts, they have continued. And, unlike Title I project descrip¬ 
tions as such, they have often devoted considerable attention to admini¬ 
strative and management components of the program. 
A 1969 report by the Washington Research Project and the NAACP 
Legal Defense and Educational Fund states as a conclusion: 
The evidence is clear that there is a great 
deal of mismanagement connected with Title I, 
33see U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of 
Education, Winners, All! (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1978) . 
3^David Hawkridge, et al., A Study of Selected Exemplary Programs for 
Education of Disadvantaged Children (Palo Alto, Cal.: American Institutes 
for Research in the Behavioral Sciences, 1968). 
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which is supervised by education experts.35 
Specific documentation is offered in this report to show a variety of 
abuses in local implementation which violate federal guidelines, with 
an overall result that the children most in need of supplementary 
educational services often were not receiving their fair share. Unlike 
most general program descriptions, this research placed little emphasis 
on improved test scores or innovative curriculum methods, but went 
directly to the broader issue of decision-making and control, the over¬ 
all governance of LEA Title I projects. According to the data analysis, 
very little community input was apparent in most locales studied, draw¬ 
ing the conclusion that, "Lack of community involvement is undoubtedly 
one of the reasons why so much misuse of these [Title I] funds goes 
practically unnoticed by the public."36 
Murphy's conclusions about why Title I, in his opinion, has been 
less than effective also highlight administrative aspects. This author 
maintains that the vagueness of the management guidelines established 
initially by the federal government for the program was unfortunate and 
ultimately harmful to program operations, but necessary in order to over¬ 
come inherent political conflicts and jealousies between state, local 
and federal agencies.37 According to Murphy, the reform-orientation of 
the original ESEA legislation was simply never accepted by local project 
developers, who had no intention of altering long-standing leadership 
35washington Research Project and NAACP Legal Defense and Educational 
Fund, Title I of ESEA: Is It Helping Poor Children? (Washington, D.C.: 
Washington Research Project, 1969), p. 37. 
36ibid., p. 58. 
37Jerome T. Murphy, "Title I of ESEA: The Politics of Implementing 
Federal Education Reform,” Harvard Educational Review 41 (February 1971): 
37. 
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and power relationships in their districts. Thus, many compromises had 
to be accepted in order to insure at least partial success for the new 
program and most of these compromises were made in areas of management 
(such as allowing more local autonomy than originally called for) and 
governance (such as reducing the originally-designed level of substantive 
parent involvement). The long term impact of such decisions can be 
readily observed even today. 
Bailey and Mosher's analysis of the steps leading up to passage ■ 
of the original ESEA legislation and development of its administrative 
regulations would support the Murphy theory.38 in addition, Bailey and 
Mosher discuss in detail the tremendous problems which were created by 
the rapid time table mandated by Congress to implement the new law with¬ 
out adequate preparation at federal, state or local levels. These pro¬ 
blems were especially profound for LEAs. 
The fact is that however welcome additional 
Federal money, schoolmen across the nation 
faced unprecedented strains in attempting to 
play their necessary role in helping to 
implement the act.39 
By way of a comprehensive survey of local school administrators, five 
broad problem areas were identified as most serious: understanding the 
actual expectations and requirements of the law; the funding procedures, 
which were often tardy or irregular thus making careful budget planning 
impossible; the difficulty of finding (quickly) an adequately specialized 
staff for the new services; red tape, paperwork and the subtle but 
nagging sense of being controlled by Washington bureaucrats; and meeting 
38stephen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The Office of Education 
Administers a Law (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press, 1968). 
39ibid. , p. 137. 
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the requirement of interagency coordination at the local level for 
project development.40 The administrative reform characteristics of 
the law were in effect causing confusion and stirring resistance among 
local project managers. 
In their detailed history and analysis of Title I, prepared in 
1972, Hughes and Hughes similarly point out that the structural reforms 
envisioned by some of the early supporters of ESEA were never operation¬ 
alized at state or local levels, with the result that no basic changes- 
had taken place in areas of educational governance or management. Over 
the early years of the program, they maintain: 
The educational system had revealed itself 
to be powerful enough to resist the limited 
force for social change even when ESEA Title 
I was coupled with the other titles of the 
act, reinforced by the community action thrust 
of the Economic Opportunity Act, and pressured 
by the desegregation thrust of the Civil Rights 
Act. 41 
Concerned about this lack of reform, the authors assert that without 
fundamental expansion of the local base for decision-making, the pro¬ 
gram will always be doomed to failure, stating: 
The power over educational decision-making 
must be redistributed through the creation 
of new and effective mechanisms or procedures, 
if equal educational opportunity is ever to 
have reality as a basic human right.42 
Both Wargo (1972) and Hecht (1973) offer somewhat critical, but 
40lbid., Appendix C. 
41John F. Hughes and Anne 0. Hughes, Equal Education: A New National 
Strategy (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1972), p. 134. 
42ibid., p. 182. 
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sympathetic evaluations of Title I management.^3 We are reminded that 
the basic reorganization of the U.S. Office of Education in 1965, al¬ 
most simultaneous with passage of ESEA, created understandable confu¬ 
sions and delays at the top levels of program administration, which 
filtered down to state and local development and implementation efforts. 
What's more, as stated by Hecht: 
The framework of ESEA was dictated by poli¬ 
tical viability rather than administrative 
ease. Parts of the act that might cause 
conflict were purposely left more ambiguous 
than others.44 
In 1973, Briggs undertook a detailed study of thirty-five local 
Title I projects. He found that management problems were felt by many 
administrators, both state and local—often because they seemed to 
perceive themselves : 
. . . increasingly being judged by unstated 
and unclear performance standards to the 
point where the distinctions between strong 
and weak administration and compliance and 
non-compliance are not evident.^5 
Thus, according to Briggs, management inadequacies found at the local 
level may well have been the result of federal level administrative 
behavior, "... and the absence of enforcement becomes the logical 
“^Michael J. Wargo, ESEA Title I: A Reanalysis and Synthesis 
of Evaluation Data from Fiscal Year 1965 Through 1970 (Palo Alto, Cal.: 
American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sciences, 1972); and 
Kathryn Hecht, "Title I Federal Evaluation: The Fijrst Five Years," 
Teachers College Record 75 (September 1973): 67-78. 
44Hecht, p. 68. 
45peter G. Briggs, A Perspective on Change: The Administration of 
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Washington, D.C. 
The Planar Corporation, 1973), p. 10. 
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consequence of inadequate program regulations."46 The blame for inef- 
fecient management must therefore be shared by all three program levels— 
federal, state and local. He cites as the central cause of these con¬ 
tinuing problems : 
We have identified several constraints within 
the system which hinder, if not preclude, 
administrative improvement. Foremost among 
these is the fixed SEA administrative budget 
which permits neither flexibility between OE 
and the SEAs nor imaginative leadership with¬ 
in the states.47 
McLaughlin points criticism directly at Title I evaluation efforts 
for not helping to move local projects toward the program's original 
goals. He claims: 
It is possible that Title I programs, as they 
have been evaluated, have never existed—that 
Title I has not yet been implemented as in¬ 
tended by reformers.48 
Compliance with the spirit and the letter of the 1965 law has been 
virtually impossible because of three significant realities: there is 
little sense of common goals between federal and state agencies re¬ 
garding educational structure or service delivery systems; few people 
at state or local levels have the expertise to design successful pro¬ 
grams for disadvantaged children; and neither the federal nor the state 
educational agencies have the actual authority to enforce compliance 
at the local level of project activity. The result is that very little 
innovation in educational programming or management has been stimulated 
by Title I. After all, he concludes: 
46lbid. 
4?ibid., p. 79. 
48Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, "Implementation of ESEA Title I: A 
Problem of Compliance," Teachers College Record 77 (February 1976): 399. 
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Innovation, by definition, requires the 
acquisition of new skills, new organiza¬ 
tional procedures, and extra time and work. 
Except for a dedicated minority who find 
reward merely in the attempt to provide 
better services for poor children, there 
are few compelling reasons for participants 
to expend greater effort than they are 
otherwise required to expend.49 
Compliance issues have also been addressed in a study completed 
in 1977 by the policy development staff of the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Education in the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare^O and in a 1977 analysis of Title I program requirements pre¬ 
pared by the Lawyers' Committee on Civil Rights Under Law.51 Reports 
on both studies emphasize the ambivalence and ambiguities found in 
management guidelines set down by USOE for local administrators of 
Title I. Both suggest that creative and potentially more successful 
local projects are often discouraged by the confusions arising from 
such management uncertainties. Both propose a new approach to Title I 
management which would clarify program rules and expectations in order 
to stimulate more local flexibility and innovation. 
As part of the major evaluation study of ESEA mandated by Congress 
in the Education Amendments of 1974, the National Institute of Education 
looked at both local and state management features of Title I. For its 
49lbid., pp. 410-411. 
50U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Education/Policy Development, The PHEW Sanction 
Study: Enforcement Policy in Title I, ESEA, unpublished report, 1977. 
^Robert Silverstein and Daniel M. Schember, An Analysis of the 
Basis For and Clarity and Restrictiveness Of the Program Requirements 
Applicable to Local School Districts Applying for Grants Under Title I 
of ESEA (Washington, D.C.: Lawyers' Committee on Civil Rights Under Law, 
1977). 
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purposes, that study identified three general areas of local administra¬ 
tion: planning, implementation and evaluation. Within each area, interest 
was focused on the distribution of authority between district- and school- 
level personnel. Key findings include: 
1. "How local school districts go about planning, implementing, 
and evaluating the services delivered to students under Title 
I is likely to have an impact on the success of these services 
in improving student development." 
2. "While few Title I principals and teachers appear to be 
involved in district planning meetings, the data indicate that 
within the general structure of district plans, school-level 
planning allows flexibility in designing services to meet 
the needs of students." 
3. Coordination and cooperation between regular and Title I 
teachers is a crucial factor in successful programs. 
4. Also crucial is the role of the principal in the service 
delivery systems that are successful. 
5. "Evaluations designed to provide uniform, standardized 
results at the national level contribute little to success¬ 
ful local program planning."52 
Although the Executive Summary of this NIE study states that, 
"Title I administration is probably better now than it has been at any 
time since the program was enacted in 1965,"53 it also points out that 
many states are still unclear about their exact responsibilities and 
therefore provide unclear direction to local operations. The overall 
status of the administrative function within Title I is described as vital 
but generally given inadequate attention, especially at the local level. 
52u.S.Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Institute 
of Education, Compensatory Education Study: A Final Report (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978), pp. 125-126. 
53u.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Institute 
of Education, Executive Summary: Compensatory Education Study (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 11. 
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The above-mentioned evaluations of Title I management are per¬ 
haps the most important from among a large number of references to this 
topic. They represent an approach to the understanding of Title I as 
a whole which is crucial for understanding the true value and potential 
of that program. As summarized by Berke: 
... to evaluate whether a program that 
reaches nine million children 'works' on 
the single dimension of achievement test 
scores is to ignore the multitude of other 
political objectives embedded in Title 1.54 
The literature demonstrates that more and more attention is now being 
directed toward management questions and structures of local Title I 
projects. The research described herein will contribute to this growing 
body of knowledge. 
54joel S. Berke and Michael W. Kirst, Federal Aid to Education: 




This study describes and analyzes perceptions of key participants 
in nine exemplary local Title I projects regarding management of those 
projects. To carry out this task, a descriptive research methodology was 
used. As explained by Best, descriptive research: 
... is concerned with conditions or rela¬ 
tionships that exist; practices that prevail; 
beliefs, points of view, or attitudes that 
are held; processes that are going on; effects 
that are being felt; or trends that are 
developing.1 
In the following discussion, this descriptive methodological approach is 
presented as it has been used in the study, including: (1) the research 
data and their sources, (2) criteria for the admissibility of data, (3) 
the research population and sampling plan, and (4) the research procedures 
and timeframe. 
The Research Data and Their Sources 
Primary data for the study were collected by use of a structured 
questionnaire and interview schedule. (See Appendix A, B and C.) These 
instruments solicited data on perceptions and opinions in the six areas 
specified in Chapter One as critical management processes in Title I: 
1. organizational interactions, 
2. communications, 
3. fiscal control, 
-*-John W. Best, Research in Education (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, 1970), p. 116. 
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4. program planning, 
5. staff relations, and 
6. evaluation. 
The questionnaire was used to obtain information through answers 
to specific questions which were structured in a closed-response for¬ 
mat. The interview, on the other hand, allowed the investigator to 
probe for more open-ended responses to more general questions regarding 
the critical management processes. Although these interviews were 
conducted over the telephone, they enjoyed the benefits of person-to- 
person contact which was not possible with the self-administered ques¬ 
tionnaire sent through the mail. As stressed by Warwick and Lininger, 
there are several important advantages to the interview method: The 
level of participation is generally higher than with mail-out question¬ 
naires, responses are more complete and accurate, questions can be asked 
in more flexible manner and ambiguous answers clarified, and respondents 
are not limited by literacy, educational level or visual acuity.2 
Both instruments were used to gather data from each of the ten key 
participants in each sample project: the Title I project director, 
principals in three Title I schools included in that project, the lead 
Title I teacher and the chairperson of the school Parent Advisory Council 
within the selected three schools. From these participants of each 
project, sufficient data were collected to perform all necessary descrip¬ 
tive operations to answer the research questions. 
After receiving written permission from the superintendent of 
^Donald P. Warwick and Charles A. Lininger, The Sample Survey: 
Theory and Practice (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1975), p. 129. 
41 
schools in each school district in which a sample project is located,* 
questionnaires were mailed to each potential sample participant. Table 
1 indicates the distribution of questionnaires which were mailed out and 
the number which were completed and returned to the investigator for use 
in the data pool. Of the ninety sent out, seventy-five (83.3%) were 
completed and returned. In only two or three cases were items not com¬ 
pleted fully, thus there were seventy-five questionnaires fully adequate 
for analysis. 
The questionnaire for principals, teachers and PAC chairpersons 
contained twelve items. The instructions requested a single response for 
each item, however many respondents indicated more than one, which will 
be reflected in a number of cases below where more than seventy-five 
responses are included for a single variable. The questionnaire sent 
to project directors included two additional questions, made necessary 
by the fact that separate communications and meetings often occur between 
the directors and their principals and their teachers. With both ques¬ 
tionnaires, additional space was included to allow for any explanations 
or expanded answers by any respondent. Such statements were rare, but 
very informative and useful for better understanding each particular 
situation described. 
As completed questionnaires were returned to the investigator, 
telephone interviews were arranged and carried out. These interviews 
were identical for each person regardless of job category. As shown on 
Table 1, sixty-five interviews were completed (72.2% of the full sample 
of ninety). It was difficult to make contact with a number of the parent 
   
See Appendix A for copy of letter to superintendents. 
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TABLE 1 








Number Percent Number Percent 
Project A 10 6 60 6 60 
Project B 10 9 90 9 90 
Project C 10 12 120 10 100 
Project D 10 10 100 9 90 
P roj ec t E 10 7 70 4 40 
Project F 10 7 70 7 70 
Project G 10 6 60 6 60 
Project H 10 8 80 6 60 
Project 1 10 10 100 8 80 








Number Pe rcent Numbe r Percent 
Project Directors 9 9 100 9 100 
Principals 27 23 85.2 22 81.5 
Teachers 27 28 103.7 27 100 
PAC Chairpersons 27 15 55.6 7 25.9 
Total s 90 75 83.3 65 12.2 
43 
chairpersons of the Advisory Councils because of work schedules, unlisted 
phone numbers or a reluctance on the part of some project directors and 
principals to offer home information to the investigator. In order to 
maintain a high level of confidentiality and respect for participants in 
the study, the investigator did not pursue names or phone numbers if any 
such reluctance was expressed. 
The interview itself was made up of twelve open-ended questions. 
Respondents offered varying degrees of detail in their answers; none 
seemed hesitant to give at least a general reply to each question. The 
average time required to complete an interview was approximately fifteen 
minutes. A longer period would have proven difficult for many respondents, 
especially the teachers, who frequently did the interview during their 
lunch break, recess period or while someone else supervised the children 
whom they were responsible for. 
To supplement the questionnaire and interview data, written 
materials collected by the investigator have provided both primary and 
secondary data. Sources of primary written data include project descrip¬ 
tions, reports, training manuals, and other materials prepared by the 
project staff itself for either the U.S. Office of Education or the Joint 
Dissemination and Review Panel for sharing with other school districts 
across the nation. Such items give the historical background of each 
project and its measures of success at reaching stated objectives, as 
well as details about its management structure and formal administrative 
procedures. Secondary written data have been culled from materials 
about the exemplary projects and the Title I program in general, pre¬ 
pared by government offices or other sources. These data provide the 
study with general information necessary for understanding the overall 
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context on which the research analyses have been based. 
Criteria for Admissibility of Data 
As Leedy reminds us, ,:Not all data which come to the attention of 
the researcher are acceptable for the researcher's use."3 This warning 
is particularly appropriate for social research which touches on broad 
and complex topics related to programs for people, such as Title I. A 
great deal has been written about this program and its implementation 
by state and local education agencies over the years. The amount of 
secondary data available to the investigator was tremendous. Likewise, 
because of the importance of the exemplary projects, a large amount of 
written material was available about them. 
The investigator has therefore restricted admission of data to 
those which describe the management aspects of the sample projects, pre¬ 
paring only a very general overview of other project features. The 
most significant data are those obtained through responses to the ques¬ 
tionnaires and interviews. To the fullest extent possible, only data 
from primary sources have been used. 
Research Population and Sampling Plan 
This study looks at only one specific compensatory education pro¬ 
gram: Title I of ESEA. The population represented in its conclusions is 
therefore limited to local exemplary Title I projects across the nation. 
The type of sample which has been used is the cluster sample. Of 
the twenty-three exemplary local projects, nine have been chosen by ran¬ 
dom selection. Within each of the randomly selected projects (or 
^Paul D. Leedy, Practical Research: Planning and Design (New York: 
Macmillan Publishing Co., 1974), p. 67. 
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clusters), ten persons were specified for questionnaires and interviews, 
based on their job classification. Selection of the three participating 
schools in each project was accomplished by random selection from the 
list of all schools in the chosen exemplary project's home district 
which are part of that project model. 
The exemplary projects included in the study are: 
- Corrective Reading Program, Wichita, Kansas 
- Discovery Through Reading, Clarkston, Michigan 
- Early Prevention of School Failure, Peotone, Illinois 
- Flagstaff Remedial Reading Project, Flagstaff, Arizona 
- Project Catch-Up, Newport Beach, California 
- Project HOSTS, Vancouver, Washington 
- Project Seaport, Newport, Rhode Island 
- Remedial Reading Program, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 
- RIPPS Project, Portsmouth, Rhode Island 
To insure confidentiality of the data, no reference is herein made to 
any project or project participant by name or location. 
Research Procedures and Timeframe 
Both of the principal data collection procedures—the questionnaire 
and the telephone interview—yielded nominal data, which have been ana¬ 
lyzed and described in both tabular and narrative forms. As completed 
questionnaires were returned to the investigator, the telephone inter¬ 
views were carried out with respondents to complete the data set for 
each person. These data were then tabulated and introduced into a com¬ 
puter program for analysis purposes, using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
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Upon completion of data collection and computer analysis, the 
information was summarized and presented in graphic form by use of data 
tables, indicating for each variable a distribution of responses within 
each project, among the several projects and among the respondents with 
the same job classification in each of the several projects. By use of 
percentage comparisons for each set of data, the investigator has been 
able to draw conclusions to answer the four research questions posed 
above (see Page 10). These conclusions and the implications derived 
from them, along with descriptions of each project, are presented below 
in narrative form. 
Research activities were performed under a timeframe of three 
broad phases: start-up (four weeks), data collection and analysis (eight 
weeks), and preparation of written narrative, conclusions and summary 
(seven weeks). The start-up phase was from January 7 to February 3, 1979, 
and included the following activities: 
- reviewed research proposal with faculty dissertation committee; 
- revised and finalized research proposal; 
- contacted project directors to verify that at least three schools 
participated in their Title I projects; 
- obtained permission from district superintendents of schools to 
include projects in their districts in the sample; 
. - developed the list of specific persons to be included in the 
sample ; 
- pilot tested the questionnaire and interview schedules in a non¬ 
sample project; and 
- finalized the questionnaire and interview schedules for printing. 
From February 4 to March 31, the data collection and analysis phase 
included the following activities: 
- mailed out the questionnaires; 
47 
- contacted persons who had not returned their questionnaires by 
a specified time; 
- carried out the telephone interviews; 
- tabulated the responses and organized the data; 
- set up computer instructions and ran computer analyses; 
- completed data analysis to answer each research question; 
- revised and finalized Chapters One, Two and Three, which had 
been drafted prior to the beginning of data collection; 
- inspected written materials about each project in the sample; ' 
and 
- prepared a written description of each project, as well as the 
Title I program in general. 
From April 1 to May 16, the final draft of the dissertation was prepared 
by way of the following activities: 
- reviewed the data and drew conclusions about each research 
question; 
- developed in narrative form the implications derived from the 
data ; 
- completed draft of the entire dissertation; 
- met with dissertation committee to review document; and 
- made necessary changes in order to receive approval. 
After approval from the committee, the dissertation was presented to the 
faculty as a whole of the Department of Administration and Supervision. 
CHAPTER FOUR 
FINDINGS: DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The data which have been collected by way of (1) a review of 
project descriptions from various sources, (2) responses to the mail- 
out questionnaire by key participants of sample exemplary projects, and 
(3) responses to the telephone, interviews with those participants are . 
presented in this chapter. Through description and analysis of these 
data, the investigator seeks to provide an adequately complete informa¬ 
tion base to show systematically the rationale for arriving at answers 
to the four research questions posed at the outset: 
1. What are the perceptions of the key participants in 
each selected exemplary Title I project regarding critical 
management processes? 
2. Do key participants within each project tend to have 
similar perceptions regarding critical management processes? 
3. Do key participants of the different projects tend to have 
similar perceptions regarding critical management processes? 
4. Do key participants holding the same job classification 
in the different projects tend to have similar perceptions 
regarding critical management processes? 
To present the extensive data pool in as clear a format as possible, 
the chapter is divided into three main sections: project descriptions, 
presentation of data derived from questionnaires and interviews, and 




Written descriptions of the exemplary Title I projects which make 
up the research sample were identified by the investigator in several 
sources: materials prepared by the projects themselves, brochures and 
reports by project staff as part of their dissemination efforts, general 
descriptions prepared by the U.S. Office of Education and the Joint 
Dissemination and Review Panel (as discussed in Chapter Two), and materials 
perpared by various agencies or publications concerned with Title I in^ 
general. Information gathered from these sources has made it possible 
to develop both an overview of a typical exemplary project structure and 
a more detailed view of how each sample project is actually structured. 
Although such information is not essential to the task of answering the 
research questions per se, it is indeed essential to the task of reaching 
realistic and sensitive conclusions as to the meaning and implications 
of study findings in general. 
Because the delivery of Title I services at the local level is 
determined by each local education agency to meet the specific needs of 
its particular community, local implementation designs vary considerably. 
Nevertheless, a pattern of similarities among Title I projects can be 
readily discerned, a pattern which applies to both exemplary and non- 
exemplary efforts. Project goals are generally very similar from one 
site to another, as are the basic institutional settings in which Title 
I services are being offered, i.e., public elementary schools. By law 
the client population must be low-achieving students who attend schools 
which serve low-income families. A number of similarities in teaching 
methods and curriculum objectives arise out of this fact of a basically 
similar student group to be served in all Title I projects. 
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Title I by and large serves children from first through sixth 
grade, with a small percentage of services going to pre-first graders 
or to junior and senior high school students. A typical approach is to 
simply identify the schools within a district which serve the most 
children of low-income families, then identify the students enrolled in 
those particular schools who have the lowest scores on standardized tests 
(and/or the lowest general teacher assessments), especially in reading 
and math. These students are then specified as "Title I students." 
Within each school certain teachers are selected to work directly with 
such students, either by seeing them individually or in small groups in 
a special room or laboratory during part of each school day, or (in a 
minority of instances) by being assigned to an entire class of Title I 
students who then receive special instruction throughout the school day. 
The predominant emphasis of instruction is on reading and language 
skills. In many projects this is the only area of concern. Teaching 
methods generally used are tutorial or small group practice in phonics, 
sight-word memorization, language experience exercises or other standard 
techniques for learning to read. Often a combination of methods is used 
based on the particular needs of each student. Self-correcting reading 
workbooks or teaching machines are frequently utilized as part of the 
curriculum, where a school's budget allows. In communities where many 
students have limited English-speaking ability, special emphasis is 
usually placed on teaching English as a second language to bridge the 
gap between the home and the school. 
Many Title I projects include math as a focus area, assisting 
students to strengthen their skills at whatever level they have achieved. 
For math components, the principle of individualization is especially 
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apparent, although this concept is part of nearly all Title I components. 
There is a basic recognition that the learning difficulties of each child 
have been created by some unique combination of factors and therefore 
must be addressed by as much individual prescription and attention as 
possible. A large number of Title I projects include a heavy emphasis 
on diagnosis, counseling and inter-disciplinary service packages in order 
to address the full needs of each eligible student. 
A mandatory and important part of all Title I services is the par¬ 
ent involvement aspect. Although differing from site to site, this 
generally includes Parent Advisory Councils (PACs) which meet from time 
to time to discuss specific project activities and assist in program 
planning, monitoring and evaluation. Other parent activities often found 
include work as classroom aides or as assistants for special events such 
as field trips, parent-teacher conferences to discuss each specific 
child's progress, and parent education sessions to address the needs felt 
by the parents for developing their own skills in parenting or other 
areas of concern. The great majority of Title I projects have acknowledged 
the vital importance of maintaining a close connection between home and 
school, a connection which is often lacking with low-income families 
unless special efforts are undertaken by the school. 
Finally, a number of Title I projects include instructional ser¬ 
vices in social studies and science, although only as minor components. 
Similarly, programs in cultural awareness and health education or 
screening•are included in a few projects to supplement other offerings. 
The staffing pattern generally found in Title I projects to im¬ 
plement and manage the services described above includes two levels: 
the school and the district. Within each designated Title I school, 
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there are one or more Title I teachers, teacher aides or assistants 
(especially in larger schools), special services personnel such as par¬ 
ent coordinator, counselor or social worker, and in larger schools an 
overall Title I school coordinator. In all schools the principal is 
considered as a partial member of the Title I staff team. At the district 
level, the Title I director is the link between the various schools in 
the district's Title I project and the overall administrative staff. 
The director works closely with the person assigned to monitor special 
programs for the district, as well as specialists such as the curriculum 
coordinator, elementary level program director or reading consultant. 
In many instances the director also interacts with area administrators 
or assistant superintendents who are responsible for specific schools 
within the district. Finally, the director often communicates directly 
with the superintendent of schools, especially in regard to overall 
project proposals or policy guidelines. At both the school and the 
district level, a Parent Advisory Council works directly with the staff 
to help facilitate and monitor project activities. 
Figure 1 is a typical organization chart for a local project. 
Figure 1 
Prototype Title I Organization Chart 
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The management structures of the exemplary projects in the re¬ 
search sample are basically like such a prototype. However, in order 
to better understand the data collected from these projects to address 
the specific research questions under investigation, a brief sketch is 
presented about each project. Project names and locations are not in¬ 
cluded in order to protect the confidentiality of the sample respondents. 
Project A serves students from kindergarten to eighth grade by 
use of a special laboratory where Title I students spend a half hour 
each day receiving instruction either individually or in groups of no 
more than three. Materials used in the lab are both teacher-made and 
commercial items used in average classrooms. No special or unique ma¬ 
terials are deemed necessary. With a half-time director, who monitors 
the general implementation in all five project schools in the district, 
at least one Title I teacher in each school and an instructional aide 
in the larger schools, students receive specific attention for their 
specific learning problems, as well as the personal encouragement and 
concern which is often lacking in a classroom with 20-30 other students. 
Project B operates out of a separate facility for Title I students 
(kindergarten-sixth grade) from all schools in the district, making use 
of a daily busing schedule. Students spend 45 minutes a-day on indivi¬ 
dualized remedial reading exercises based on careful diagnosis and pre¬ 
scription to meet their specific needs. A staff of reading specialists 
and paraprofessionals works with each student to complete the steps on 
a skills progression chart developed specifically for him or her. The 
staff also works to help train regular classroom teachers to better di¬ 
agnose and remediate learning problems of all students. 
Project C schedules weekly instructional sessions in a reading lab 
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located in each participating school for Title I students, who range 
from first to ninth grade. A reading specialist and aides work with 
small groups (no more than five students) to meet the individual learn¬ 
ing needs of each student. A home-school liaison worker maintains close 
contact with Title I parents and the principal of each school partici¬ 
pates by making sure there is a positive working relationship between 
Title I and regular classroom teachers. 
Project D describes its approach as "eclectic," providing a wide 
variety of instructional materials and activities to second through 
sixth grade students in its participating schools. From two to five 
times per week—depending on the particular needs—each Title I student 
is given diagnostic, individualized attention in a special room. In 
addition, the reading specialist works directly with the regular teacher 
to correlate the reading instruction provided outside the classroom 
with the ongoing learning schedule within the classroom. A parent in¬ 
volvement worker is on the Title I staff to keep parents informed of 
project activities and encourage them to tutor their own children at 
home as much as possible. 
Project E is based on a one-to-one tutoring arrangement. Any 
student from kindergarten through twelth grade determined to need special 
assistance is assigned a volunteer tutor from the community, who then 
works on a daily basis to help that student improve his or her performance. 
The reading specialist in each participating school handles the diagnostic 
testing, sets up a prescriptive learning plan for each student, suggests 
what materials the tutor should use, coordinates the work of the tutors 
with classroom activities and monitors the progress being made. For the 
past several years funding for this project has come directly from its 
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local school system rather than Title I and it is now being implemented 
in all schools of the district. 
Project F focuses attention on early identification and remedia¬ 
tion of learning problems by screening all kindergarten and first graders 
in project schools to determine their level of language development, fine 
and gross motor skills, and auditory and visual perception ability. The 
project provides training for all the kindergarten and first grade 
teachers in participating schools to better understand and serve students 
who are below average in development. Its guidelines include a daily 
20-30 minute period of small group or individual instruction for all 
children to supplement regular classroom activities. 
Project G requires a multi-disciplinary team in each school to 
not only provide special instructional assistance but also screen for 
and provide services to clear up any possible non-academic sources for 
the manifest learning problems. Such a team includes the reading specialist, 
regular classroom teacher, guidance counselor, psychologist, nurse and 
social worker. Kindergarten through fourth grade students are thus 
served by a comprehensive program of diagnosis, remedial education and 
support services. Parents too are actively involved through advisory 
councils and personal guidance to help them with family problems which 
might have an impact on their child's learning. 
Project H concentrates its attention on second and third grade 
students, who work two at a time with a reading teacher during two 45- 
minute periods a-week to improve skills in whatever areas of reading 
that are deficient. The environment surrounding these sessions is 
kept very positive and non-threatening. A reward is always provided 
for cot reel completion of a task, ranging from a piece of candy to a 
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gold star to verbal praise. The teaching materials used by the Title I 
reading teacher vary from student to student. 
Project I also uses an eclectic approach to its curriculum and 
materials. Second to ninth grade students are eligible for participation 
in this individual-oriented, diagnostic program. Each student spends 
from 30 to 50 minutes per day in a special reading room of the school to 
get remedial assistance in a self-paced manner of learning. The reading 
teacher maintains close contact with the regular classroom teacher on ■ 
the progress of each student. 
Presentation of Data Derived from Questionnaires and Interviews 
It is the intention of this study to describe and analyze several 
areas of management within the selected exemplary Title I projects. 
These areas—called critical management processes—will serve as the 
general structure around which the four research questions will be ad¬ 
dressed. The data presented in this section will therefore be ordered 
in such a way as to focus on each area and on each research question 
separately. The final chapter will show a composite view of the re¬ 
search, citing and discussing implications drawn from all six areas and 
answers to each of the four research questions. 
The data description for each management area will include reference 
to the three ways in which data comparisons are suggested by the research 
questions: How similar are the perceptions of key participants regarding 
critical management processes, (1) among the nine projects, (2) within 
the respondent group of each project, and (3) among respondents who hold 
the same job title. 
The first, comparison will be facilitated by identifying for each 
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variable how many projects selected the same response category as their 
first choice. The second, by identifying those projects which show a 
relatively high degree of consistency within their response choices across 
variables. The third, by identifying which, if any, of the job groups 
in the sample show a relatively high degree of consistency within their 
response choices across variables.* 
Critical Management Process //1: Organizational Interactions 
Of the twenty-six items included in the questionnaire and interview, 
seven are related to the management process of general organizational 
interactions. This area defines how various components of the overall 
organization (the Title I project) are interrelated in both the day-to- 
day functions of the organization and the more general aspect of how 
decisions are made and transmitted throughout the organizational structure. 
The first question of the interview conducted with study partici¬ 
pants asked, "In what way is your local school board involved in your 
Title I project?" Table 2 presents the results from this question. The 
most frequent response (with 31.5% of the total responses) was that the 
local school board plays a very general role of having broad approval 
power over Title I programs, just as it has over all programs of the 
district, whether general or specially funded. Although in two projects 
*It must be pointed out that the second and third comparison efforts 
are made more difficult because of the unequal numbers of respondents in 
the nine sample groups and the unequal numbers of response categories for 
the variables. Smaller respondent groups will appear to be more consis¬ 
tent than larger ones simply because of having fewer respondents to divide 
into response categories. Likewise, a variable with only three response 
categories will appear to produce higher levels of consistency than one 
with six or seven. To compensate for these unavoidable yet misleading 
tendencies of the data, the investigator's analysis has required a rela¬ 
tively higher level of consistency within small groups and for variables 
with few response options before concluding that a true pattern of con¬ 
sistency actually exists in those instances. 
TABLE 2 
Variable #21: IN WHAT WAY IS YOUR LOCAL SCHOOL BOARD INVOLVED IN YOUR TITLE 1 PROJECT? 
G i ves Evaluates Receî ves None Don 't Other Total 
Approva1 1nfo rmat îon Know Responses 
Num- Pe r- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num - Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
By Project ber cen t ber cent be r cent be r cent ber cent ber cent « 
A 3 A2.8 2 28.6 | 0 2 28.6 0 0 7 
B 5 55.6 0 1 11.1 1 11.1 2 22 .2 0 9 
C 3 25.0 0 3 25.0 3 25.0 2 16.7 1 8.3 12 
D A 36.A 1 9.1 2 18.2 1 9.1 3 27.3 0 11 
E 0 0 1 25.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 1. 25.0 A 
F 3 A2.8 0 0 2 28.6 1 1A .3 1 1A.3 7 
G 1 16.7 0 2 33.3 1 16.7 2 33.3 0 6 
H 0 0 2 33-3 3 50.0 1 16.7 0 6 
1 A 36.A 0 2 18.2 2 18.2 2 18.2 1 9.1 11 
Total 23 31 .5 3 A.l 13 17.8 l6 21.9 lA 19.2 A 5.5 73 
By Job 
Project Di r. 6 50.0 2 16.7 3 25.0 8.3 0 0 12 
P rincipal 11 A2.3 0 A 15.A 9 3 A. 6 l 3.8 i 3.8 26 
Teacher 5 17-9 1 3.6 A 1 A. 3 5 17.9 10 35.7 3 10.7 28 
PAC Chair. 1 1 A. 3 0 2 28.6 . 1 A. 3 3 A2.9 0 7 
Tota 1 23 31.5 1 3 
A. 1 13 17.8 16 21 .9 19.2 A 5.5 73 
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this role was perceived as entirely absent (Projects E and H), there 
were only two other specific roles which received even a small portion 
of responses: evaluating the projects, and merely receiving information 
about them. Over 20% of the sample perceive no role whatsoever for the 
school board and over 19% do not know if there is any role or not being 
played. 
Parents are especially unaware of what role their school boards 
might be playing in the Title I project; however, over 35% of the teachers 
in the sample share this lack of awareness. Principals are most prone 
to believe that the school board plays no role at all. 
When asked the role of the local superintendent of schools—"In 
what way is your superintendent of schools involved in the project?"— 
most respondents again fall into the category of citing a general ap¬ 
proval power held by the superintendent over Title I operations. In 10% 
of the cases the superintendent is said to delegate his/her role to some 
other person on the district staff. It was not determined exactly what 
such another person does in relation to the project. Similar to the 
previous question, parents tend to know less about the role of the 
superintendent and 34.4% of the teachers also indicate that they do not 
know what role is being played, if any. (Table 3) 
In order to understand the level of involvement of the project 
director in organizational interactions, each participant was asked how 
often meetings occur between the director and the other major project 
positions. As shown by Table 4, most respondents cite either the cate¬ 
gory of "Several Times Per Year" for such meetings (28%) or claim that 
these meetings take place whenever the occasion arises, with no set 
schedule pre-determined (also 28%). In two projects (Projects D and H) 
TABLE 3 
Variable #22: IN WHAT WAY IS YOUR SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS INVOLVED IN THE PROJECT? 
G i ves Evaluates Receives Delega tes 'lone Don 11 General Tota 1 
Approval Information To Others <now Support Responses 
By Num- Per- Num- Pe r Num- Per- Num- Per- Num Per- Num Per- Num- Per- 
Project ber cent be r cen t be r cen t ber cent ber cent be r cent ber cent 
A 1 lb.3 2 28.6 0 1 14.3 1 14.3 2 28.6 0 7 
B 3 30.0 0 2 20.0 3 30.0 0 2 20.0 0 10 
C 2 lb.3 1 7.1 2 14.3 0 3 21.4 2 14.3 4 28.6 14 
D 2 18.2 0 2 18.2 1 9.1 3 27.3 3 27.3 0 1 1 
E 2 33.3 1 16.7 0 0 0 0 3 50.0 6 o 
F 4 40.0 1 10.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 0 1 10.0 10 
G 2 33.3 0 0 0 1 16.7 2 33.3 1 16.7 6 
H 0 0 1 14.3 1 14.3 2 28.6 1 14.3 2 28.6 7 
1 3 33.3 0 1 11.1 1 11.1 2 22.2 2 22.2 0 9 
Tota 1 19 23.7 5 6.3 10 12.5 8 10.0 13 16.3 14 17.5 1 1 13.7 80 
By Job 
P ro j . Dir. 5 41.7 1 8.3 2 16.7 2 16.7 0 0 2 16.7 12 
Prineipa1 9 29.0 2 6.4 5 16. 1 5 16.1 6 19.3 1 3.2 3 9.7 31 
Teacher 5 15.6 2 6.3 2 6.3 1 3.1 6 18.7 11 34.4 5 15.6 32 
PAC Chair. 0 0 1 20.0 0 1 20.0 2 40.0 1 20.0 5 
Total 19 23.7 5 6.3 10 12.5 8 10.0 13 16.3 14’ 17.5 11 13-7 80 
TABLE 4 
Variable #3= ON THE AVERAGE, HOW OFTEN DO YOU MEET WITH YOUR TITLE I PROJECT DIRECTOR?* 
At Least At Least Monthly Severa1 No Set Never Total 
Weekly Biweekly Times/Yr. Schedule Responses 
Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num - Per- 
By Project ber cent ber cent be r cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
A 1 16.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 0 3 50.0 0 6 
B 0 1 11.1 3 33-3 3 33-3 2 22.2 0 9 
C 0 1 8.3 2 16.7 3 25.0 5 41.7 1 8.3 12 
D 0 0 5 50.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 0 10 
E 0 0 2 28.6 3 42 .9 1 14.3 1 14.3 7 




G 1 16.7 4 66.7 0 0 1 16.7 0 6 
H 0 0 4 50.0 2 25.0 2 25.0 0 8 
1 0 1 10.0 2 20.0 5 50.0 2 20.0 0 10 
Tota 1 2 2.7 8 10.7 19 25.3 21 28.0 21 28.0 4 5.3 75 
By Job 
P roj ec t Dir. 1 11.1 2 22.2 3 33-3 3 33-3 0 0 9 
Principal 0 1 4.3 4 17.4 6 26.1 1 1 47.8 1 4.3 23 
Teacher 1 3.6 5 17.9 6 21.4 7 25.0 7 25.0 2 7.1 28 
PAC Chair. 0 0 6 40.0 5 33.3 3 20.0 1 6.7 15 
Tota 1 2 2.7 8 10.7 19 25.3 
21 
28.0 i 21 28.0 4 5.3 
■T— ■"   
i 75 
1 
For project directors: "On the average, how often do you meet with the Title I teachers in your project?" 
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a monthly meeting is held, and in Project G bi-monthly meetings are 
scheduled. In all but three (Projects A, C and F), the preference is to 
have a regularly scheduled time when the project director gets together 
with other key staff or Parent Advisory Council members. 
A small number of respondents (5.3%) claim that they never meet 
with their project director, although no project directors acknowledge 
this absence of meetings pattern. 
When specifically asked about their meetings with school principals 
in their projects (Table 5), five of the nine project directors (55.6%) 
indicate that such meetings take place several times a-year. However, 
principals indicate by 47.8% (shown on Table 4) that the meetings are 
not on any regular schedule and occur whenever an occasion arises. 
TABLE 5 
Variable §5- HOW OFTEN DO PROJECT DIRECTORS MEET WITH PRINCIPALS? 
(Asked only of Project Directors) 
Bi-Weekly Monthly Several No Set 

















Tota 1 9 1 (11.1%) 1 (11.1%) 5 (55.6%) 2 (22.2%) 
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Table 6 indicates that 50% of the respondents point out that 
meetings with the project director are generally arranged by the director. 
In only 6.9% of the responses does the staff person initiate such meet¬ 
ings, although among those respondents giving more than one response 
there was reference made to situations where either the director or the 
staff person could arrange the meeting. In 29.2% of the responses, the 
perception is that since the meetings are on a regular schedule, no per¬ 
son is actually responsible for initiating or arranging them. This per¬ 
ception is especially strong among the project directors (55.6%) regarding 
meetings with teachers and PAC chairpersons, although their views are 
more divergent regarding meetings with principals (Table 7). 
The final component of this management area raises the question of 
how problems are solved within each project. The interview question 
asked, "On those occasions when you feel that you have a problem with 
some part of the project, what steps do you take to solve it?" (Table 8). 
The most frequent method indicated is to go directly to the project 
director (31% of all responses and 34.9% of responses other than by 
project directors) to find solutions, although in three projects (Pro¬ 
jects B, E and F) this response was selected in 11% or less of the respon¬ 
ses. The second most frequent avenue for problem-solving is to contact 
a district staff person, such as a curriculum coordinator or director of 
elementary school programs. (The particular position and title differ 
from one district to another.) This response is the most common among 
project directors (54.5%). Along with their specific answers, a number 
of respondents (13.4% of the total responses) indicate that they have 
never been faced with the need to utilize the problem-solving mechanisms 
at their disposal. This is particulary true within Projects E and H. 
TABLE 6 













By Project Num- Per- Num - Per- Num Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
ber cent ber cen t ber cent ber cent ber cent 
A 4 66.7 1 16.7 0 1 16.7 0 6 
B 3 37.5 0 0 5 62.5 0 8 
C 7 58.3 1 8.3 1 8.3 3 25.0 0 12 
D 5 50.0 0 2 20.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 10 
E 3 50.0 0 0 1 16.7 2 33-3 6 
F 3 50.0 2 33.3 1 16.7 0 0 6 
G 3 50.0 0 0 3 50.0 0 6 
H 4 50.0 0 0 4 50.0 0 8 
1 4 40.0 1 10.0 3 30.0 2 20.0 0 10 
Tota 1 36 50.0 5 6.9 7 9.7 21 29.2 3 4.2 72 
By Job 
Project Dir. b bb.b 0 0 5 55.6 0 9 
Principal 16 69.6 2 8.7 2 8.7 2 8.7 1 4.3 23 
Teacher 12 48.0 2 8.0 1 4.0 10 40.0 0 25 
PAC Chair. b 26.7 1 6.7 4 26.7 4 26.7 2 13.3 15 
Total 36 50.0 5 6.9 7 9.7 21 29.2 • 3 4.2 72 
Project Directors asked: Who arranges meetings with Title I teachers? 
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TABLE 7 
Variable #6: WHO USUALLY ARRANGES MEETINGS WITH PROJECT PR I NCI PALS? 
(Asked only of Project Directors) 
By Project 










Tota 1 3 (33.3%) 1 (11.1%) 3 (33-3%) 2 (22.2%) 
TABLE 8 




P r i n c i pa 1 

































A 2 25.0 2 25.0 2 25.0 0 2 25.0 0 8 
B 1 10.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 5 50.0 0 1 10.0 10 
C 8 50.0 1 6.2 2 12.5 2 12.5 2 12.5 1 6.2 16 
D 7 46.7 2 13-3 0 6 40.0 0 0 15 
E 0 1 14.3 1 14.3 3 42.8 2 28.6 0 7 
F 1 11.1 1 11.1 2 22.2 3 33.3 1 11.1 1 11.1 
C 
9 
G 4 50.0 0 1 12.5 2 25.0 1 12.5 0 8 
H 4 36.4 0 2 18.2 1 9.1 3 27-3 1 9.1 11 
1 3 23.1 1 7.7 3 23. 1 4 30.8 2 15.4 0 13 
Total 30 31.0 10 10.3 14 14.4 26 26.8 13 13.4 4 4.1 97 
By Job 
Project Dir. 0 0 2 18.2 6 54.5 1 9.1 2 18.2 11 
Principal 15 38.5 1 2.6 8 20.5 8 20.5 5 12.8 2 5.1 39 
Teacher 10 28.6 6 17.1 3 8.6 9 25.7 7 20.0 0 35 
PAC Chair. 5 41.7 3 25.0 1 8.3 3 25.0 0 0 12 
Total 30 31.0 10 10.3 14 14.4 26 26.8 13 13.4 4 4.1 97 
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Reviewing the seven variables relating to this management area of 
organizational interactions for the level of similarity or consistency 
among the sample projects, Table 9 points out the fact that in each case 
there are at least two projects that agree on their first choice response 
category. In one instance, variable #4 (who arranges the meetings be¬ 
tween the project director and other staff members), there is agreement 
among six of the nine projects. An average (mean) of four projects per 
variable agree on first choice responses in this area, indicating a 
relatively low level of consistency when compared with other management 
areas, as will be shown below. 
TABLE 9 









Projects That Agree on First Choice Response 
Number Project Labels 
5 A-B-D-F-l 
2 C - E and F - I 
3 A - C - F 
5 B-C-D-E-F 
6 A-C-D-E-F-l 
3 A - C - E and G - H - I 
4 C - D - G - H and B - E - F - I 
N = 28 x = 4.0 
Likewise, within each project there does not appear to be a rela¬ 
tively high degree of agreement on responses for these seven variables. 
In only a few instances, such as Project G for variable it3 (Table 4) 
and Project B for variable it4 (Table 6) , does a substantial majority of 
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a respondent group select the same responses as its first choice. 
Similarly, when reviewing the responses of the distinct job groups in 
the sample, for only one of the variables of this management area 
(Table 6) does a group—the project directors—show a high degree of 
consistency in their first choice responses. 
Critical Management Process #2: Communications 
A significant feature of any Title I project is how it communicates 
with persons who are not official members of the project but who have ■ 
some special concern with its operations. Within such projects, perhaps 
the most important group of this general description are the parents of 
children receiving Title I services. By way of four questions in the 
questionnaire and interview, information and perceptions concerning 
parent activities and communications with staff persons were ascertained. 
The question was asked, "How do the parents of Title I students 
find out what is happening in project activities?" (Table 10). Many 
respondents offered more than one answer, with the most frequent response 
being "Through Parent Advisory Council Meetings" (26% of the responses). 
Nearly as often mentioned are communication methods of written notes or 
phone calls by a teacher (20.5%) and group functions held at the school 
for parents to participate in (19%). Parents themselves tend to empha¬ 
size the PAC meetings more than the other three categories of respondents 
(with 41.7% of their responses). 
An item on the questionnaire, "Would you say that your school's 
Parent Advisory Council is very active, somewhat active, or not at all 
active?" and a similar item in the interview, "In your opinion, does 
the Parent Advisory Council play an important role in your project?" 
produced somewhat differing impressions by their responses. As shown 
TABLE 10 













































A 2 15. 4 2 15.A 3 23.1 1 7-7 1 7.7 4 30.8 0 13 
B 8 50.0 2 12.5 4 25-0 0 1 6.2 1 6.2 0 16 
C 7 33-3 A 19-0 2 9.5 1 4.8 2 9.5 5 23.8 0 21 
D A 22.2 5 27.8 4 22.2 0 3 16.7 2 11.1 0 18 
E 0 O 0 2 50.0 0 O 2 50.0 A 
F 1 9.1 0 1 9-1 3 27.3 2 18.2 3 27.3 1 9.1 1 1 
G 2 16.7 3 25.0 3 25.0 3 25.0 0 1 8.3 0 12 
H A 25.0 0 3 18.8 1 6.2 2 12.5 6 37.5 0 16 
1 5 31.3 1 6.2 6 37-5 1 6.2 1 6.2 2 12.5 0 16 
Total 33 26.0 17 13-4 26 20.5 12 9.4 12 9.4 24 19.0 3 2.4 127 
By Job 
P roj . Dir. 7 33.3 A 19.0 3 14.3 0 0 6 28.6 1 4.8 21 
Pr inci pal 12 30.0 6 15.0 5 12.5 6 15.0 3 7.5 7 17.5 1 2.5 A0 
Teacher 9 16.7 5 9.3 15 27.8 6 11.1 7 13.0 11 20.4 1 1.8 5A 
PAC Chair. 5 41 -7 2 16.7 3 25.0 0 2 16.7 0 0 12 
To ta 1 33 26.0 17 13-4 26 20.5 12 9.4 12 9.4 24 19.0 3 2.4 127 
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by Table 11, in reply to the former, most respondents (61.3%) say that 
their PACs are somewhat active. However, on the question of importance, 
most respondents (46.1%) conclude that the PACs are not important in 
their particular project (Table 12). The fact that only a small sample 
of parents was contacted for the interview may have had a strong impact 
on the data from this item. Projects are widely divergent in responding 
to this latter question. Four of them (Projects B, C, D and I) give 
strong "Yes" answers, with little inconsistency within their ranks, 
while four others (Projects A, F, G and H) give consistent "No" answers 
with little disagreement within their ranks, although the "No's" are 
for two different reasons. 
Finally, when asked, "How often does your Parent Advisory Council 
meet?" projects are again quite consistent in their first choice respon¬ 
ses, stating that such meetings are held either several times per year 
or monthly (Table 13). It is interesting to note that over 20% of the 
project directors do not know how often the PACs in their project meet 
and in one project (Project F) over 50% of all respondents do not know. 
Table 14 points out that in this area of management there is a 
slightly higher level of consistency among projects than in the previous 
area, with a mean score of 4.25 when measuring how many projects agree 
on their first choice responses to the four variables included in the 
communications area. The greatest agreement is found in variable #10 
(Table 11), the level of Parent Advisory Council activity, with a pre¬ 
dictably large number of people in six of the nine projects indicating 
a noncommittal "Somewhat Active" first choice response. 
As mentioned above, several variables in this area show a rela¬ 
tively high degree of withiu-project agreement on first choice responses. 
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TABLE 11 
Variable #10: HOW ACTIVE IS YOUR SCHOOL'S PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL? 
Very 
Ac t i ve 
Somewhat 
Active 























A 0 4 66.7 2 33-3 0 6 
B 3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 0 9 
C 1 8.3 1 1 91.7 0 0 12 
D 9 90.0 1 10.0 0 0 10 
E 0 3 42.9 4 57.1 0 7 
F 0 4 57.1 2 28.6 1 14.3 7 
G 0 6 100.0 0 0 6 
H 1 12.5 7 87.5 0 0 8 
1 5 50.0 5 50.0 0 0 10 
Total 19 25.3 46 61.3 9 12.0 1 1.3 75 
By Job 
Project 
D i rector 2 22.2 4 44.4 2 22.2 1 11.1 9 
Principal 6 26. 1 14 60.9 3 13-0 0 23 
Teacher 4 14.3 21 75.0 3 10.7 0 28 
PAC Chair. 1 46.7 7 46.7 1 6.7 0 15 
Tota 1 19 25.3 46 61.3 9 12.0 1 1.3 75 
TABLE 12 













Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num - Per- Num- Pe r- 
By Project be r cent ber cent ber cent ber cent be r cent 
A 0 2 33.3 4 66.7 0 0 6 
B 7 77.8 2 22.2 0 0 0 9 
C 5 50.0 4 40.0 0 1 10.0 0 10 
D 8 88.9 0 0 1 11.1 0 9 
E 0 1 25-0 O 1 25.0 2 50.0 4 
F 0 4 57.1 0 2 28.6 1 14.3 7 
G 0 5 83-3 1 16.7 0 0 6 
H 1 16.7 5 83-3 0 0 0 6 
1 6 75.0 1 12.5 1 12.5 0 0 8 
Total 27 41.5 24 36.9 6 9.2 5 7-7 3 4.6 65 
By Job 
Project Dir. 3 33-3 1 11.1 2., 22.2 2 22.2 1 11.1 9 
Principal 9 40.9 9 40.9 3 13.6 1 4.5 0 22 
Teache r 8 29.6 14 51.8 1 3.7 2 7.4 2 7.4 27 
PAC Chair.  Z_ 100.0 0 0 0 0 7 
Total 27 41.5 24 36.9 6 9.2 5 7.7 3 4.6 65 
TABLE 13 
Variable #11: HOW OFTEN DOES YOUR PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEET? 
More Than 
Monthly 
Monthly Seve ra 1 
Times/Year 






Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- , 
By P roj ect ber cent ber cent ber cent be r cent ber cent ber cent 
A 0 0 6 100.0 0 0 0 6 
B 0 5 55.6 4 44.4 0 0 0 9 
C 0 9 75.0 3 25.0 0 0 0 12 
D 0 6 60.0 3 30.0 0 0 1 10.0 10 
E 0 0 5 83-3 0 0 1 16.7 6 Ù 
F 0 1 14.3 1 14.3 1 14.3 0 4 57.1 7 
G 0 0 5 83-3 0 1 16.7 0 6 
H 0 2 25.0 5 62.5 1 12.5 0 0 8 
i 0 1 10.0 8 80.0 0 1 10.0 0 10 
Total 0 24 32. k 40 54.1 2 2.7 2 2.7 6 8.1 74 
By Job 
Project Dir . 0 k kk.k 3 33-3 0 0 2 22.2 9 
Principal 0 7 30.4 12 52 ,2 2 8.7 1 4.3 1 4.3 23 
Teacher 0 8 29.6 15 55.6 0 1 3.7 3 11.1 27 
PAC Chair. 0 5 33.3 10 66.7 0 0 0 15 
Total 0 2k 32.4 40 54.1 2 2.7 2 2.7 6 8.1 74 
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Except for the issue of how communications are carried out with parents 
(Table 10), respondents fall into fairly consistent patterns within their 
own respective projects. Within each job group, however, the patterns 
are less pronounced, with the exception of how PAC chairpersons feel 
about the importance of their advisory councils (Table 12). 
TABLE 14 
AGREEMENT AMONG PROJECTS REGARDING COMMUNICATIONS VARIABLES 
Projects That AQree on First Choice Response 
Number Project Labels 
2 A-- H and B - C 
6 A-B-C-F-G-H 
4 B - C - D - i 
5 A-E-G-H - I 
N= 17 X = 4.25 
Critical Management Process #3: Fiscal Control 
Without doubt, an important aspect of any organization is how the 
fiscal control is distributed. Federal Title I regulations allow some 
flexibility to local school districts regarding how they will administer 
project funds, as long as general guidelines are followed. As part of 
this study, therefore a question was asked on the questionnaire, "In 
your opinion, who seems to have the most influence over how the Title I 
money is spent in your project?" Over 50% of the respondents cite the 
project director as having most influence, although a number of respon¬ 
dents offer more than one answer to this item (Table 15). Beyond the 







Variable #19: WHO SEEMS TO HAVE MOST CONTROL OF TITLE 1 BUDGET? 
Project 
Director 





















A 5 50.0 2 20.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 
B 7 77.8 0 0 1 11.1 
C 11 73.3 2 13.3 0 0 
D 6 37.5 1 6.3 2 12.5 2 12.5 
E 2 22.2 2 22.2 2 22.2 0 
F 2 18.2 2 18.2 1 9.1 0 
G 6 100.0 0 0 ■ 0 
H 8 80.0 0 0 0 
1 8 61 .5 0 2 15.4 2 15.4 
Total 55 55.6 9 9.1 9 9.1 6 6.1 
By Job 
Project 
Director 4 36.^ 1 9.1 0 1 9.1 
Principal 20 64.5 4 12.9 2 6.5 2 6.5 
Teache r 20 51 .3 4 10.3 5 12.8 1 2.6 
PAC 
Chair. 11 61.1 0 2 11.1 2 11.1 













Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
0 0 0 0 10 
0 0 1 11.1 0 9 
1 6.7 0 0 1 6.7 15 
2 12.5 1 6.3 1 6.3 1 6.3 16 
2 22.2 0 1 11.1 0 9 
b 36.A 0 2 18.2 0 11 
0 0 0 0 6 
1 10.0 0 0 1 10,0 10 
0 0 1 7.7 0 13 
10 10.1 1 1 .0 6 6. 1 3 3.0 99 
3 27.3 0 2 18.2 0 1 1 
2 6.5 0 1 3.2 0 31 
5 12.8 1 2.6 2 5.1 1 2.6 39 
0 0 1 5.6 2 11.1 18 
10 10.1 1 1.0 6 6.1 3 3.0 99 
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quite varied, with almost equal weight going to the superintendent, 
school principals and Title I teachers. Selection of the superintendent 
as most influential is most prevelant among the project directors, 
although only reaching a level of 27.3% of their responses. 
Respondents are not quite as sure about the answer to the inter¬ 
view question, "Does the project director have veto power over how a 
principal spends the Title I funds in his/her school?" (Table 16). 
Almost 14% do not know. Over 27% believe that the project director 
either does not have the power or that it is available but never used 
because of some unspoken agreement to allow school flexibility (cate¬ 
gory 2 on Table 16). School principals in the respondent sample show 
little disagreement in this regard, with nearly 60% maintaining that 
the project director does indeed have veto power over the principal's 
fiscal decisions for Title I. 
The area of fiscal control, although containing only two variables, 
shows the most consistent responses both among (Table 17) and within 
(Tables 15 and 16) projects. Respondents appear to have very similar 
perceptions of where the decisions are made regarding budgeting and 
expenditure of project funds: in several instances over 75% of a respon¬ 
dent group agrees on a first choice response. Nevertheless, when 
observing the level of agreement within each job category for these two 
variables, the level drops somewhat, especially in reference to the 
question of project director veto power over schools' Title I budgets 
(Table 16) . 
TABLE 16 
















































A 0 3 50.0 2 33-3 1 16.7 0 0 0 6 
B 5 55-5 0 0 1 11.1 2 22.2 1 11.1 0 9 
C 6 60.0 0 0 0 4 40.0 0 0 10 
D 5 55.5 0 2 22.2 0 2 22.2 0 0 9 
E 0 1 25.0 0 1 25.0 0 0 2 50.0 4 
F 1 14.3 0 1 14.3 2 28.6 0 2 28.6 1 14.3 7 
G 6 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
H 5 83-3 1 16.7 0 0 0 0 0 6 
i 4 50.0 2 25.0 1 12.5 0 1 12.5 0 0 8 
Total 32 49.2 7 10.7 6 9.2 5 7-6 9 13.8 3 4.6 3 4.6 65 
By Job 
P roj . Dir. 4 44.4 2 22.2 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0 1 11.1 9 
Principal 13 59.1 3 13.6 3 13.6 1 4.5 1 4.5 1 4.5 0 22 
Teacher 12 44.4 2 7.4 2 7.4 3 11.1 4 14.8 2 7.4 2 7.4 27 
PAC Chair. 3 42.9 0 0 0 4 57.1 0 0 7 
Total 32 49.2 7 10.7 6 9.2 5 7-6 9 13.8 3 4.6 3 4.6 65 
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TABLE 17 
AGREEMENT AMONG PROJECTS REGARDING FISCAL CONTROL VARIABLES 
Variable Projects That Agree on First Choice Response 
Number Proiect Labels 
19 7 A-B-C-D-G-H 
16 6 B-C-D-G-H 
N = 13 x = 6.5 
Critical Management Process #4: Program Planning 
Similar to fiscal control, the power to control the program plan¬ 
ning aspect of a Title I project is an important indicator of where the 
overall management influence lies. To determine the breadth of involve¬ 
ment in the planning process of each project of the sample, the interview 
included the question, "In what ways have you been involved in the plan¬ 
ning activities for the project this year?" (Table 18). Although 20% 
of the respondents answered with "Not At All," the greatest number (32.3%) 
report general participation in planning meetings at some point during 
the past year. Another 26% claim more active involvement through activi¬ 
ties such as serving on a planning committee, working directly with 
district staff persons to develop project areas, or preparing written ma¬ 
terials to help guide project implementation. In three sites, Projects 
A, E and H, the programmatic guidelines have become so structured over 
the years that specific planning is no longer perceived by some partici¬ 
pants to be an annual necessity (other than child-level planning within 
each school) . 
For both teachers and PAC chairpersons, the greatest number 
TABLE 18 
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Num- 
























A 0 1 16.7 3 50.0 2 33.3 0 0 6 
B 2 22.2 4 44.4 2 22.2 0 1 11.1 0 9 
C 2 20.0 5 50.0 2 20.0 0 1 10.0 0 10 
D 1 11.1 2 22.2 4 44.4 0 2 22.2 0 9 
E 0 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 0 0 4 
F 4 57-1 0 0 0 2 28.6 1 14.3 7 
G 1 16.7 3 50.0 2 33.3 0 0 0 6 
H 0 3 50.0 0 2 33-3 1 16.7 0 6 
1 3 37.5 2 25.0 3 37.5 0 0 0 8 
Total 13 20.0 21 32.3 17 26.1 6 9.2 7 10.8 1 1 .5 65 
i3y Job 
Project Dir. 0 0 5 55.6 3 33-3 0 1 11.1 9 
Principal 9 40.9 4 18.2 5 22.7 1 4.5 3 13-6 0 22 
Teacher 4 14.8 13 48.1 4 14.8 2 7.4 4 14.8 0 27 
PAC Chair. 0 4 57.1 3 42.9 0 0 0 7 
Total 13 20.0 ! -± 
21 32.3 17 26.1 6 9.2 7 10.8 1 1.5 65 
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participate in the general meetings where planning takes place. For 
principals, over 40% feel that they are in no way involved in the plan¬ 
ning process. 
Table 19 indicates that respondents in general do not attribute 
a great deal of influence to school principals involved in the Title I 
projects. When asked, "In your opinion, who seems to have the most in¬ 
fluence over how your Title I project functions?" only 9.8% name prin¬ 
cipals, although many respondents name more than one job .category. Pro¬ 
ject directors are cited most often (46.1%) and Title I teachers a dis¬ 
tant second choice (18.6%). Parent Advisory Councils are seen as almost 
as influential as school principals in project operations. 
In spite of their perceived importance in overall project functions, 
project directors are seen as having limited roles in planning the actual 
materials and activities used in direct Title I services to students, as 
indicated by Table 20. Over 40% of the respondents to this interview 
question ("What role does the project director play in selecting Title 
I materials or activities?") state that their director only makes sug¬ 
gestions when specifically asked to do so. In only one project (Project 
H) does the director play a major role in identifying specific curriculum 
items. In several instances the choices available to the Title I teacher 
are limited by a general set of guidelines or recommended list of ac¬ 
tivities and materials which have been predetermined in the project’s 
curriculum design. Within those guidelines, however, there is broad 
freedom of choice. 
In the program planning area, variable #18 shows a high level of 
agreement among the projects (Table 21), with seven of the nine select¬ 
ing the same response category as first choice. Among the three variables 
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TABLE 19 
Va r i abl e •• ! 


























A 2 28.6 2 28.6 3 42.8 0 
B 6 54.5 1 9.1 0 3 27.3 
C 8 53.3 0 4 26.7 0 
D 6 30.0 2 10.0 2 10.0 3 15.0 
E 5 50.0 2 20.0 2 20.0 0 
F 2 22.2 1 11.1 2 22.2 0 
G 5 83-3 0 1 16.7 0 
H 6 66.7 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 
1 7 46.7 1 6.7 4 26.7 3 20.0 
Total 47 46.1 10 9.8 19 18.6 9 8.8 
By Job 
Project Dir . 3 30.0 1 10.0 3 30.0 1 10.0 
Prineipa 1 19 46.3 6 14.6 6 14.6 4 9.8 
Teacher 19 57.6 1 3-0 8 24.2 0 
PAC Chair. 6 33-3 2 11.1 2 11.1 4 22.2 
Tota 1 47 46.1 10 9.8 19 18.6 9 8.8 
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Num- Per- Num- Der- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
0 0 0 0 7 
0 0 1 9. 1 0 1 1 
0 0 1 6.7 2 13-3 15 
1 5.0 1 5.0 5 25.0 0 20 
1 10.0 0 0 0 10 
2 22.2 0 1 11.1 1 11.1 9 
0 0 0 0 6 
0 0 0 1 11.1 9 
0 0 0 0 15 
b 3.9 1 1 .0 8 7.8 b 3.9 102 
0 0 2 20.0 0 10 
2 b.S 1 2.b 3 7-3 0 b] 
2 6. 1 0 2 6.1 1 3-0 33 
0 0 1 5.5 3 16.7 18 





co b 3-9 102 
TABLE 20 
Variable #13: WHAT ROLE DOES THE PROJECT DIRECTOR PLAY IN SELECTING MATERIALS/ACTIVITIES? 
Ma j o r Recommends Only When C u r r î c u 1 urn Oon 't Total 
Role On 1 y Asked Pre- -Set Know Responses 
Num - Per- Num - Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
By Project ber cent ber cent ber cent be r cent ber cent 
A 0 2 33-3 3 50.0 0 1 16.7 
✓ 
o 
B 3 33-3 1 11.1 2 22.2 2 22.2 1 11.1 9 
C 1 10.0 0 7 70.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 10 
D 0 2 22 .2 5 55.6 0 2 22.2 9 
E 0 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 0 k 
F 1 14.3 2 28.6 4 57.1 0 0 7 
G 0 3 50.0 2 33-3 0 1 16.7 6 
H 4 66.7 1 16.7 0 1 16.7 0 6 
1 2 25.0 4 50.0 1 12.5 0 1 12.5 8 
Total 1 1 16.9 16 24.6 27 41 .5 4 6.1 7 10.8 65 
By Job 
Project Dir. 1 11.1 4 44.4 4 44.4 0 0 9 
Principal 8 36.4 5 22.7 7 31.8 0 2 9.1 22 
Teacher 2 7.4 7 25.9 15 55.6 3 11.1 0 27 
PAC Chair. 0 0 1 14.3 1 14.3 5 83.3 7 
Total 1 1 16.9 16 24.6 27 41.5 4 6.1 7 10.8 65 
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in this area, the mean score for project similarity is 5.3—fairly high. 
On the other hand, little agreement is demonstrated within each project 
respondent group or job category regarding this management process. 
First choice responses are widely distributed among the various response 
categories for all three variables. 
TABLE 21 
AGREEMENT AMONG PROJECTS REGARDING PROGRAM PLANNING VARIABLES 
Variable Projects That Agree on First Choice Response 
Number Project Labels 
12 k B - C - G - H 
18 7 B-C-D-E-G-H-l 
13 5 A-C-D-E-F 
N = 16 x = 5.3 
Critical Management Process #f i: Staff Relations 
Several items on both the questionnaire and interview were con¬ 
cerned with relationships and interactions among staff members (including 
the PAC chairpersons) in each project. This management area is often 
at the heart of any organization's basic character and working style, 
whether it is formally arranged or merely the subtle undertone influenc¬ 
ing day-to-day activities. 
To provide a general framework for better understanding staff rela¬ 
tions, each sample participant was asked how long he or she had been in¬ 
volved in both the current project and Title I in general. Table 22 
indicates that among all respondents, nearly 90% have been part of their 
particular project for at least one year, with parents showing the 
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TABLE 22 

































A 0 2 33-3 1 16.7 3 50.0 6 
B 1 11.1 4 bb.b 2 22.2 2 22.2 9 
C 1 8.3 5 41.7 3 25.0 3 . 25.0 12 
D 0 5 50.0 2 20.0 3 30.0 10 
E 1 14.3 0 4 57.1 2 28.6 7 
F 2 28.6 2 28.6 1 14.3 2 28.6 7 
G 0 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 16.7 6 
H 1 12.5 1 12.5 2 25.0 4 50.0 8 
1 2 20.0 b 40.0 1 10.0 3 30.0 10 
Tota 1 8 10.7 25 33-3 19 25.3 23 30.7 75 
By Job 
Project 
Di rector 0 1 11.1 0 8 88.9 9 
Principal 3 13-0 8 34.8 4 17.4 8 34.8 23 
Teacher 3 10.7 6 21 .b 12 42.9 7 25.0 28 
Pac 
Chair. 2 13-3 10 66.7 3 20.0 0 15 
Total 8 10.7 25 33-3 19 25.3 23 30.7 75 
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shortest overall tenure (with a majority in the "1 to 3 Years" category) 
and project directors showing the longest (with almost 90% in the "More 
Than 6 Years" category). Over 50% of the principals and teachers have 
been involved in their respective projects for at least four years. 
Longevity in Title I work in general is even higher. As shown on 
Table 23, 42.7% of all respondents have been involved in Title I for over 
six years; 65.4% for at least four years. Project directors and princi¬ 
pals show the longest years of experience. Parents (understandably) 
are involved for generally shorter periods of time, often for only as 
long as their own young children are within the early childhood years 
when most Title I services are offered. Looking at specific projects, 
three of the nine show at least 50% of their full sample of key parti¬ 
cipants having more than six years’ experience (Projects A, G and I). 
No project shows less than 28.6% in the "More Than 6 Years" category. 
Possible reasons for this high level of staff experience will be discus¬ 
sed in Chapter Five. 
Selection of teachers for work in a Title I project generally 
falls within the purview of the project director—30.7% of the reported 
cases (Table 24). In over 20% of the cases, there is joint responsibil¬ 
ity indicated, often with the project director and the principal sharing 
this task, while in other instances the district personnel department 
or superintendent of schools is also involved in direct selection of 
Title I teachers. The teachers in the research sample are the most likely 
to perceive that more than one person is involved in their selection 
(35.7%) . 
Although principals play a secondary role in the selection of their 
Title I teachers, they are generally considered to be the actual supervisor 
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TABLE 23 

































A 0 2 33-3 1 16.7 3 50.0 6 
B 1 11.1 3 33-3 2 22.2 3 33-3 9 
C 1 8.3 3 25.0 4 33.3 4 33.3 12 
D 0 3 30.0 3 30.0 4 40.0 10 
E 0 1 14.3 3 42.9 3 42.9 7 
F 1 14.3 3 42.9 1 14.3 2 28.6 7 
G 0 1 16.7 2 33.3 3 50.0 6 
H 1 12.5 1 12.5 0 6 75.0 8 
1 0 5 50.0 1 10.0 4 40.0 10 
Total 4 5.3 22 29.3 17 22.7 32 42.7 75 
By Job 
Proj ect 
Director 0 0 1 11.1 8 88.9 9 
Principal 0 6 26.1 4 17.4 13 56.5 23 
Teacher 2 7.1 6 21.4 9 32.1 11 39.3 28 
PAC 
Chair. 2 13-3 10 66.7 3 20.0 0 15 
Tota 1 4 5.3 22 29.3 17 22.7 32 42.7 75 
TABLE 2k 















Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Pe r- Num - Per- Num - Per- Num- Per- 
By Project be r cent ber cent be r cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
A 0 2 33-3 2 33-3 0 0 2 33-3 6 
B 0 1 11.1 k kk.k 1 11.1 0 3 33-3 9 
C 0 k 33-3 0 2 16.7 1 8.3 5 41 .7 12 
D 0 3 30.0 0 5 50.0 2 20.0 0 10 
E 1 14.3 0 k 57.1 0 2 28.6 0 7 
F 0 0 2 28.6 3 42.9 1 14.3 1 14.3 7 
G 0 5 83-3 0 0 0 1 16.7 6 
H 0 5 62.5 1 12.5 0 0 2 25.0 8 
1 0 3 30.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 3 30.0 10 
Tota 1 1 1.3 23 30.7 15 20.0 12 16.0 7 I eo i 17 22.7 75 
By Job 
Project Di r. 0 5 55.6 3 33-3 1 11.1 0 0 9 
Principal 0 6 26.1 7 30.4 4 17.4 0 6 26.1 23 
Teacher 1 3.6 7 25.0 3 10.7 2 7.1 5 17.9 10 35.7 28 
PAC Chair. 0 5 33-3 2 13-3 5 11.1 O i— 13.3 1 6.7 15 
Tota 1 1 1.3 23 30.7 15 2C.0 
1 ? 16.0 7 9.3 17 22.7 75 
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for such teachers (Table 25). In five of the nine projects, the prin¬ 
cipal is perceived as the prime supervisor and in two others he or she 
is seen as sharing more or less equally with the project director. Par¬ 
ents by and large are not aware of this aspect of Title I activity: 
71.4% do not know who handles the supervisory tasks within the Title I 
school. 
Teacher training, on the other hand, is clearly within the authority 
of the project director to arrange in all but two projects, Projects D 
and E (Table 26). Almost 90% of the project directors, principals and 
teachers offer this perception, with parents, again, being somewhat in 
the dark about how staff training is arranged. 
Another indicator of the overall staff relations within a Title I 
project is the pattern of interaction existing between Title I teachers 
and regular classroom teachers in the same school. The predominant per¬ 
ception, expressed by answers to two questions—"On the average, how 
often do Title I teachers meet with regular classroom teachers in your 
project?" (Table 27) and "How does your project make sure there is com¬ 
munication between the Title I teachers and the regular classroom 
teachers?" (Table 28)—is that staff interaction is an informal process 
rather than a scheduled one and that it takes place frequently, usually 
at least once a-week. In only one project is staff contact primarily 
scheduled (Project A), while in Project I there is no scheduling what¬ 
soever . 
The level of consistency or agreement among projects is moderate 
regarding the variables in the staff relations management area, as shown 
by the mean score of 4.9 in Table 29. However, for one of these seven 
variables, "Who arranges the Title I teacher training sessions?" 
TABLE 25 
Variable #14: WHO IS CONSIDERED THE SUPERVISOR FOR TITLE I TEACHERS? 
Principal Project 
D i rector 




Num- Pe r- Num- Per- Num - Per- Num - Per- Num- Per- 
By Project ber cent be r cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
A 4 66.7 0 2 33-3 0 0 6 
B 4 44.4 0 3 33-3 2 22.2 0 9 
C 3 30.0 2 20.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 0 10 
D 7 77-8 0 0 2 22.2 0 9 
E 4 100.0 0 0 0 0 4 
F 5 71.4 0 0 0 2 28.6 7 
G 0 6 100.0 0 0 0 6 
H 1 16.7 5 83.3 0 0 0 6 
1 1 12.5 2 25.0 4 50.0 0 1 12.5 8 
Tota 1 29 44.6 15 23.1 13 20.0 5 7.7 3 4.6 65 
By Job 
Project Dir. 5 55.6 3 33.3 1 11.1 0 0 Q -X 
Principal 13 59.1 5 22.7 4 18.2 0 0 22 
Teacher 11 40.7 6 22.2 8 29.6 0 2 7.4 27 
PAC Chair. 0 1 . 14.3 0 5 71 .4 1 14.3 7 
Tota 1 29 44.6 15 23-1 13 20.0 5 7.7 3 4.6 65 
TABLE 26 
Variable #8: WHO HAS MAIN RESPONSIBILITY TO ARRANGE TRAINING FOR TITLE I TEACHERS? 
Project 
Director 
Principal Title 1 
Teachers 

























A 6 100.0 0 0 0 0 6 
B 9 100.0 0 0 0 0 9 
C 10 83-3 0 0 0 2 16.7 12 
D k AO.O 2 20.0 0 3 30.0 1 10.0 10 
E 3 h2.9 2 28.6 2 28.6 0 0 7 
F 7 100.0 0 0 0 0 7 
G 5 83-3 0 0 1 16.7 0 6 
H 7 87-5 0 0 0 1 12.5 8 
1 8 80.0 0 0 1 10.0 1 10.0 10 
To ta 1 59 78.7 k 5.3 2 2.7 5 6.7 5 6.7 75 
iy Job 
P roj ec t Dir. 8 88.9 0 0 1 11.1 0 9 
Principal 20 87-0 3 13.0 0 0 0 23 
Teache r 25 89-3 0 1 3.6 I 1 3.6 1 3-6 28 
PAC Chair. 6 AO.O l 6.7 1 6.7 ! 3 20.0 k 26.7 15 
Total 59 78.7 k 5.3 2 2.7 5 6.7 • 5 6.7 75 
TABLE 27 
Variable #3: ON THE AVERAGE, HOW OFTEN DO TITLE I TEACHERS MEET WITH REGULAR TEACHERS? 
Weekly Bi - Monthly 1 No Set Never Other Don11 Total 
Weekly Schedule <now Responses 
By Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num - Per- Num - Per- Num Per- 
Project be r cen t ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cen t 
A 5 83-3 0 0 1 16.7 0 0 0 6 
B 2 22.2 3 33-3 2 22.2 2 22 .2 0 0 0 9 
C 9 75.0 0 0 3 25.0 0 0 0 12 
D 2 20.0 4 40.0 0 3 30.0 0 1 10.0 0 10 
E 1 14.3 0 0 3 42.8 0 2 28.6 1 14.3 7 
F 1 14.3 0 0 2 28.6 2 28.6 1 14.3 1 14.3 7 
G 4 66.7 0 0 2 33-3 0 0 0 6 
H 3 37.5 0 0 4 50.0 0 0 1 12.5 8 
1 1 10.0 0 0 8 80.0 0 0 1 10.0 10 
Tota 1 28 37.3 7 9-3 2 2.7 28 37.3 2 2.7 4 5.3 4 5.3 75 
By Job 
P ro j . Dir. 3 33-3 2 22.2 0 3 33-3 0 0 1 11.1 9 
Principal 9 39.1 2. 8.7 2 8.7 8 34.8 1 4.3 1 4.3 0 23 
Teache r 13 46.4 3 10.7 0 10 35.7 1 3.6 1 3.6 0 28 
PAC Chair. 3 20.0 0 0 7 46.7 0 2 13.3 3 20.0 15 
Tota 1 28 37-3 7 9.3 2 2.7 28 37-3 2 2.7 —IT • 5.3 4 5.3 75 
TABLE 28 
Variable #26: HOW DOES PROJECT INSURE COMMUNICATION BETWEEN TITLE I AND REGULAR TEACHERS? 
Meet Î ngs Meetings Scheduled None Don 11 Wr i tten Other Total 
As Needed Daily Meetings <now Reports Responses 
By Num- Pe r- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num - Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
P r oject ber cent be r cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
A 0 »■» 42.9 4 57.1 0 0 0 0 7 
B 5 35.7 1 7.1 6 42.9 0 2 14.3 0 0 14 
C 1 8.3 5 41.7 4 33-3 0 1 8.3 1 8.3 0 12 
D A 36 .b 0 3 27-3 0 2 18.2 0 2 18.2 1 1 
E b 80.0 0 1 20.0 0 0 0 0 5 
F 4 50.0 0 1 12.5 1 12.5 0 0 2 25.0 8 
G 5 55.6 1 11.1 3 33-3 0 0 0 0 9 
H 5 62.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 0 0 1 12.5 0 8 
1 5 55.6 1 11.1 0 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 9 
Total 33 39-8 12 14.5 23 27-7 2 2.4 6 7.2 3 3.6 4 4.8 83 
By Job 
P ro j . Dir. 5 35.7 2 14.3 5 35.7 0 0 1 7.1 1 7.1 14 
Principal 12 bb.b 2 7-4 10 37.0 1 3-7 0 0 2 7.4 27 
Teacher 16 45.7 7 20.0 8 22.9 1 2.9 0 2 5.7 1 2.9 35 
PAC Chair. 0 1 14.3 0 0 6 85.7 0 0 7 
Tota 1 33 39.8 12 14.5 23 27.7 2 2.4 6 7.2 3 3.6 4 4.8 83 
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TABLE 29 









Projects That Agree on First Choice Response 
Number Project Labels  
4 B - C - D - I 
4 A-D-G-H 
3 B - E - F and C - G - H 
5 A-B-D-E-F 
9 All Projects 
3 A - C - G and E - H - I 
_JL D-E-F-G-H-l 
N = 34 x = 4.9 
(Table 26), there is agreement of first choice response among all nine 
projects—the only such total agreement found in the study. 
Analyzing the level of consistency within each project shows that 
for two variables (Tables 25 and 26) there is a fairly high level, while 
for the other five variables the pattern is more diffuse. Regarding 
consistency within job categories, as in previous management areas the 
data indicate that there is a lower level of such consistency than with¬ 
in project groups. This tendency is discussed below along with other 
general research findings. 
Critical Management Process #6 : Evaluation 
Project evaluation, like project planning, can serve as an impor¬ 
tant control mechanism within the management sphere of a project. Study 
participants were asked, "In what way have you been involved in project 
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evaluation?" (Table 30). The most responses (28.2%) indicate that staff 
members merely turn over information to an official evaluator and do not 
participate in the actual evaluation process in any other way. Almost 
26% perceive their participation taking place by way of the various 
meetings or staff training workshops they attend during the course of 
the year, where general evaluative discussions are often included. For 
18% of the sample, there is no perceived participation of any kind. This 
latter group includes a quarter of the principals and nearly a quarter- 
of the Title I teachers. 
Regardless of their level of participation in evaluations, the 
majority of respondents indicate that written project evaluations are 
indeed helpful to them (Table 31). For 38.5%, these evaluations serve 
as a general indicator of how well the project is doing and for another 
24.6% they act as specific guidelines for developing new program ideas 
to meet the needs of their students. Nearly 17% of all respondents (and 
42.9% of the parent respondents) do not receive copies of the evaluations 
done on their project. 
By way of personal evaluations, Table 32 demonstrates that most 
study participants (37.5%) feel that there are no obstacles in the way 
of their project becoming a better one. This perception is especially 
true of project directors and PAC chairpersons. Principals and project 
directors tend to cite Title I regulations as somewhat of an obstacle; 
teachers include lack of money; parents cite lack of adequate parental 
commitment. 
An average of four projects per variable in this management area 
select the same first choice response category (Table 33). For no vari¬ 
able did more than five projects agree on a first choice, thus suggesting 
TABLE 30 
Variable #25: IN WHAT WAY HAVE YOU BEEN INVOLVED IN PROJECT EVALUATIONS? 
None At tend Student School Provî de Other Total 
Meet î ngs Tes ting Level Only Data Responses 
Num - Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num - Per- Num- Per- 
By Project ber cent ber cent ber cent be r cent ber cent ber cent 
A 2 33-3 1 16.7 2 33.3 1 16.7 0 0 6 
B 2 22.2 b bb.b 0 1 11.1 2 22.2 0 9 
C 0 b 26.7 0 4 26.7 7 46.7 0 15 
D 1 9.1 5 45.4 0 2 18.2 3 27.3 0 11 
E 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 0 5 
F 4 bb.b 0 2 22.2 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 1 1.1 9 
G 0 1 16.7 0 0 5 83-3 0 6 
H 2 28.6 1 1*».3 3 42.9 0 1 14.3 0 7 
1 2 20.0 3 30.0 l 10.0 2 20.0 2 20.0 0 10 
T ota 1 1 b 18.0 20 25.6 9 11.5 12 15.4 22 28.2 1 i .3 78 
By Job 
Project Dir. 0 5 b 1.7 3 25.0 0 4 33-3 0 12 
Principal 7 25.0 b 14.3 1 3.6 7 25.0 8 28.6 1 3.6 28 
Teacher 7 22.6 5 16.1 5 16.1 5 16.1 9 29.0 0 31 
PAC Chair. 0 6 85.7 0 0 1 14.3 0 7 
Total ]b 18.0 20 25.6 9 11 .5 12 15.4 22 28.2 1 1 .3 78 
TABLE 31 











Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
By Project ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
A 3 50.0 0 3 50.0 0 0 6 
B 2 22.2 4 44.4 0 3 33-3 0 9 
C 2 20.0 4 40.0 2 20.0 2 20.0 0 10 
D 3 33-3 4 44.4 1 11.1 0 1 11.1 9 
E 2 50.0 0 1 25.0 1 25.0 0 4 
F 1 14.3 1 14.3 1 14.3 4 57.1 0 7 
G 3 50.0 1 16.7 2 33.3 0 0 6 
H 4 66.7 1 16.7 0 1 16.7 0 6 
1 5 62.5 1 12.5 2 25.0 0 0 8 
Tota 1 25 38.5 16 24.6 12 18.5 11 16.9 1 1 .5 65 
By Job 
Project Dir. 3 33-3 6 66.7 0 0 0 9 
Prin ci pal 7 31.8 6 27.3 6 27.3 3 13.6 0 22 
Teacher 13 48.1 3 11.1 6 22.2 5 18.5 0 27 
PAC Chair. 2 28.6 1 14.3 0 3 42.9 1 14.3 7 
Tota 1 25 38.5 16 24.6 12 18.5 11 16.9 1 1 .5 65 
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TABLE 32 

























A 2 33-3 0 0 3 50.0 
B 2 20.0 1 10.0 0 6 60.0 
C 4 33-3 0 0 8 66.7 
D 1 9.1 0 1 9.1 0 
E 2 16.7 0 0 2 16.7 
F 2 15.4 0 2 15.4 4 30.8 
G 3 42.9 0 0 2 28.6 
H 1 12.5 0 0 2 25.0 
1 0 1 11.1 0 6 66.7 
Tota 1 17 19-3 2 2.3 3 3.4 33 37.5 
By Job 
P roject 
Director 2 22.2 0 0 5 55.6 
Principal 8 27.6 1 3-5 1 3.5 11 37.9 
Teacher 6 18.2 1 3.0 2 6.1 7 21 .2 
PAC Chair. 1 5.9 0 0 10 58.9 
Total 17 19.3 2 2.3 3 3.4 33 37.5 
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0 0 0 1 16.7 6 
0 0 0 1 10.0 10 
0 0 0 0 12 
1 9. 1 3 27.3 0 5 45.4 11 
3 25.0 4 33-3 0 
■» 1 8.3 12 
2 15. 4 0 2 15.4 1 7.7 13 
2 28.6 0 0 0 7 
A 50.0 1 12.5 0 0 8 
1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0 9 
13 14.8 9 10.2 2 2.3 9 10.2 88 
1 11.1 0 0 1 11.1 9 
3 10.3 2 6.9 1 3.5 2 6.9 29 
8 24.2 4 12.1 1 3.0 4 12.1 ; 33 
1 5.9 3 17.6 0 1 5.9 17 
13 14.8 9 10.2 2 2.3 9 10.2 88 
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TABLE 33 
AGREEMENT AMONG PROJECTS REGARDING EVALUATION VARIABLES 
Vari able Projects That Agree on First Choice Response 
Number Project Labels 
25 3 B - D - 1 
15 E - G - H - 1 . 
20 5 A - B - C - F - 1 
N = 12 x = k.O 
an overall low level of consistency among projects regarding evaluation. 
Project and job groups themselves also show a low level of agreement in 
the area of evaluation. In only one instance—the PAC chairperson re¬ 
spondents to variable #25, which focuses on involvement in the evaluation 
process (Table 30)—does a particular group strongly agree on a first 
choice response. 
Analysis of the Data in Response to the Research Questions 
Having presented the data for each of the six critical management 
processes, the investigator can now attack the four basic research ques¬ 
tions by summary analysis of those data and the patterns which they form. 
Research Question #1: What are the perceptions of the key participants 
in each selected exemplary Title I project regarding critical 
management processes? 
Review of the data shows the following major perceptions among 
study sample respondents regarding each of the management areas: 
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(1) Key participants in exemplary Title I projects perceive the 
project director as the primary moving force and problem-solver to 
facilitate the organizational interactions of their projects. 
(2) The local board of education and school superintendent are 
perceived as exerting only limited and indirect authority over the 
sample projects. 
(3) Parents of Title I students are perceived as enjoying ample 
and regular communications about their respective projects from the 
schools their children attend. 
(4) Parent Advisory Councils at the school level are seen as func¬ 
tioning somewhat actively, but as serving few important roles in manage¬ 
ment of project affairs. 
(5) The fiscal control of a Title I project is perceived as well 
within the responsibility of the project director. 
(6) The majority of key participants perceive themselves as being 
involved in project planning in some way—whether at the school or the 
project-wide level. 
(7) A high percentage (40%) of the Title I school principals in 
the sample do not perceive that they play any role in project planning. 
(8) Within Title I classrooms, most teachers have considerable 
autonomy to select essentially any materials and activities they so 
desire, as long as general guidelines are followed. 
(9) Sample respondents perceive an active and informal communi¬ 
cations network between Title I and regular classroom teachers in their 
respective schools. 
(10) Teacher selection and training functions are perceived as 
lying within the purview of the project director. 
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(11) Supervision of Title I teachers is perceived as lying within 
the purview of their respective school principals. 
(12) The majority of respondents report some form of participation 
in project evaluation activities and find such evaluations to be useful. 
(13) Respondents perceive few, if any, obstacles in the way of their 
respective projects' potential for improvement. 
Research Question #2: Do key participants within each exemplary 
project tend to have similar perceptions regarding critical 
management processes? 
The level of agreement which sample respondents in each project 
display among themselves is only moderate. For only two of the nine 
respondent groups (Projects G and H) is there substantial agreement on 
the first choice response to at least half of the variables. By and 
large the first choice responses among a project's respondents are 
distributed across three or four response categories, with less than a 
clear preference for any one. 
Thus, the study indicates that key participants within the exemplary 
Title I projects do not tend to have similar perceptions regarding cri¬ 
tical management processes. 
Research Question #3: Do key participants of the different pro¬ 
jects tend to have similar perceptions regarding critical manage¬ 
ment processes? 
Comparisons of data from the nine projects regarding each study 
variable show a tendency toward variety and away from uniform patterns 
of answers among these projects. For only seven of twenty-six variables 
do more than five projects agree with each other on their first choice 
response to a question posed by the questionnaire or interview. In spite 
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of the fact that the review of project descriptions suggests little in 
the way of major differences in the projects' structural or programmatic 
characteristics, nevertheless the key participants seem to indicate that 
considerable variety exists among their actual management processes. 
This research question must therefore be answered in the negative. 
Research Question #4: Do key participants holding the same job 
classification in the different, projects tend to have similar 
perceptions regarding critical management processes? 
The four job classifications represented in the sample (project 
director, principal, teacher and PAC chairperson) show little similarity 
within their respective response patterns to the six areas of manage¬ 
ment. None of the job groups demonstrate a high level of agreement on 
first choice responses for more than a few variables. There appears to 
be less consistency among key participant responses within each job 
group than within each project. Research question //4 must also be 
answered in the negative. 
To conclude this presentation of the research findings, a brief 
review of all twenty-six variables and the patterns into which the data 
fall for each would indicate that some projects within the sample are 
consistently more alike than others. Although the study design does not 
call for a systematic analysis of the similarities and differences be¬ 
tween specific projects, it is interesting to point out that several 
projects appear to have more similar response patterns: Projects G and H, 
B and C, B and D, and B and I. Referring to the project descriptions, 
there are no apparent reasons for the consistencies shown by these pro¬ 
jects, as will be discussed in the conclusions section of Chapter Five. 
Description and analysis of the data must of necessity highlight 
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only a small portion of the extensive data which have been collected for 
this study. As mentioned in Chapter One, the exemplary Title I projects 
in the sample are complex, well-documented organizations and the poten¬ 
tial for data collection and analysis is enormous. The findings presented 
above have been an attempt by the investigator to select only the most 
pertinent data in response to the limited scope of the research questions, 
leaving to future research or re-analysis of the data any further 
descriptions of the projects under investigation. 
CHAPTER FIVE 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary of the Research 
The research undertaken by the investigator and presented herein 
began with a concern for the educational opportunities available to 
elementary and secondary school students throughout this country, with 
particular concern for such opportunities in urban areas which serve 
the majority of poor and black children. Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) has been and continues to be the 
largest and one of the most important programs sponsored by the federal 
government to support and expand quality education and high achievement 
in urban school systems. It is the conviction of the investigator that 
Title I is therefore a vital program within the overall context of any 
effort to both understand and improve the education of poor and black 
children at the present time and in the future. 
The focus of attention in the research has been on the management 
of Title I projects at the local level. Recognizing the importance of 
other aspects of Title I—such as curriculum and methods, materials, 
staff training, testing procedures and student scores, or parent involve 
ment—the investigator chose to look at the management aspect because of 
its fundamental power to influence, if not control, all other aspects. 
Educational management is a key determinant of what services are avail¬ 
able to students, who is eligible for those services, how the services 
will be provided, and who will be assigned the day-to-day authority to 
implement the service delivery system. Existing literature about Title 
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has proven to be seriously deficient in describing or analyzing the 
management plans used by local school systems for this multi-million 
dollar program. 
Since its inception in 1965, the Title I program has been imple¬ 
mented in over 14,000 local school districts in every part of the country. 
It is considered by many to be the prototype of a compensatory education 
program, serving students whose achievement scores are within the lowest 
quartiles of standardized tests, by providing supplementary and intensive 
instruction (particularly in reading and general language skills), 
special guidance and counseling services, supplementary teacher training 
opportunities, and parent education or involvement activities. By law 
and federal regulation, each local educational agency (LEA) must develop 
its own approach to how its Title I funds will be utilized, as long as 
overall guidelines are followed. The result has been a plethora of 
local projects, each with a unique style and specific components to ad¬ 
dress the needs of the particular population to be served. 
A small sample of nine such local projects was selected for this 
research, chosen by the investigator because they are among the twenty- 
three local efforts which have been termed "exemplary" by the U.S. 
Office of Education. By looking at a number of management areas in these 
nine projects, a greater understanding as to how they have been able to 
accomplish above-average success at raising students' test scores may be 
possible. It is hoped that such a greater understanding will suggest 
new management outlines and procedures for the improvement of all Title 
I projects. 
Information and perceptions about the sample projects were obtained 
by use of a questionnaire and structured telephone interview with 
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selected individuals in each project: the project director, three prin¬ 
cipals of schools within the project, a Title I teacher from each such 
school, and the chairperson of each school's Parent Advisory Council. 
The specific management areas addressed by the respondents included: 
1) organizational interactions, 2) communications, 3) fiscal control, 
4) program planning, 5) staff relations, and 6) evaluation. 
The data collected by way of these two research methods, as well 
as written project descriptions, show a number of interesting patterns' 
in the perceptions of management processes found in the nine exemplary 
projects in the sample. These patterns allow the investigator to respond 
to each of four research questions around which the study was developed. 
Because of the nature of the investigation and the data generated, 
analysis has remained at a descriptive level, with no attempt made to 
test for statistical significance. Nonetheless, the conclusions reported 
in this chapter reflect a close review and careful interpretation of the 
considerable volume of information that has been gathered by the investi¬ 
gator . 
In response to the first research question posed by the study—What 
are the perceptions of the key participants in each selected exemplary 
Title I project regarding critical management processes?—a wide variety 
of perceptions were reported. For the second research question—Do key 
participants within each project tend to have similar perceptions re¬ 
garding critical management processes?—the data indicate a negative con¬ 
clusion. For the third question—Do key participants of the different 
projects tend to have similar perceptions regarding critical management 
processes?—the answer is also a negative one. For the fourth question— 
Do key participants holding the same job classification in the different 
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projects tend to have similar perceptions regarding critical management 
processes?—another negative answer is indicated by the data. 
Conclusions 
Social research is a challenging and a rewarding undertaking. It 
can provide the investigator with an opportunity to look closely at a 
small slice of human experience and thereby understand a little better 
the whole of life. It can pave the way for ideas or action strategies 
for making life better, as one defines life's qualities. Yet, it can 
also be confusing and disappointingly inconclusive, especially when com¬ 
pared to the research undertaken by physical scientists in controlled 
laboratory settings. 
Having completed the several stages of research up to this point, 
the investigator arrives at the moment when conclusions are to be drawn 
and must now pause to separate description (which is the purpose of the 
study) from inference (which is beyond the scope of the study). She 
must look critically at the findings in order to not see patterns where 
none exist nor create consistencies where there is merely random behavior. 
The perceptions and opinions gathered through the questionnaires and 
interviews are subjective, imperfect and quite possible temporary, even 
in the minds of honest respondents. They cannot tell us exactly what 
happens in the nine sample projects from day to day. However, they can 
offer an important, if small, piece of the puzzle of how organizations 
work and thus contribute invaluable insight to those who would regard 
the puzzle carefully. 
The remainder of this chapter will be devoted first to a discus¬ 
sion of the findings and implications of study data, seeking a clear, 
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yét realistic understanding of what messages may be available in them, 
and secondly to a brief list of recommendations for future actions in 
both program implementation and policy research believed desirable and 
justifiable by the investigator. 
Discussion of Research Findings and Their Implications 
Perhaps the clearest finding of the research has to do with the 
perceived role and significance of the project director in the management 
of each project. In specific questions related to each of the six cri¬ 
tical management processes, study respondents expressed the feeling that 
many of the most important aspects of project design, control and imple¬ 
mentation are either under the direct authority or the indirect but sub¬ 
stantial influence of the project director. He or she is seen as the 
primary problem-solver, plays the key role in selecting and training 
the teaching staff, functions as the primary liaison between the district 
administration and the school-level staff, and is believed to have al¬ 
most total control over the project's budget and expenditure of funds. 
In addition to responses to specific questions, there were fre¬ 
quent references to a project director's influence in some of the un¬ 
solicited comments during interviews with participants. In almost all 
instances when respondents were unsure of an answer, they would say 
something such as, "You really should talk to Mrs.  ," (the project 
director) "she knows everything about this project." Such comments were 
made in spite of efforts by the investigator to convince respondents 
that the interview was seeking perceptions and not "correct" answers. 
In many instances, references to a project director were mixed with re¬ 
spect and apparent friendship; however, in most they seemed to be simply 
an expression of fact with no subjective overtones to suggest that the 
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person was trying to compliment a friend or gain favor with an employer. 
By looking at the response patterns of the project directors them¬ 
selves, another finding emerges. Of the four job categories included in 
the sample, the project directors clearly have the most information about 
project operations. Each of the other categories showed at least one 
area of activity in which a number of "Don't Know" responses were given. 
This was not true of the directors. There is uneven distribution of in¬ 
formation apparent within all of the projects and the directors are 
consistently the most knowledgeable about both general and specific ac¬ 
tivities taking place. 
As the designated administrator of a Title I project, it is not 
surprising to discover this predominance of the project director. The 
implications which can be derived are. also fairly predictable: (1) A 
Title I project depends to a great extent on the skills, style and goals 
of its project director; (2) the project director is in a unique posi¬ 
tion of considerable power to influence all aspects of his/her project; 
and (3) exemplary Title I projects are structured around a strong leader 
who maintains a broad store of information about all project activities. 
A fourth implication derived from the consistent finding of a 
strong director role in each project grows out of the discussion in 
Chapter Two regarding the administrative guidelines set forth by the 
Title I program in general. As pointed out by a number of authors in 
previous evaluative studies and program descriptions, there are few 
clearly specified rules or procedures for how to administer a Title I 
project at the local level. A broad pattern of district autonomy to 
determine management activities has been a basic characteristic of such 
projects since the original legislation and federal regulations were 
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designed for ESEA in 1965. The current study both validates this general 
description of project management as being open to local preferences, and 
suggests that because of the considerable autonomy at the local level, 
project directors perhaps have no choice but to create for themselves a 
decisive and independent position in order to define what management 
rules will be followed by their project’s participants. When administra¬ 
tive decisions must be made on a day-to-day basis, a project director 
appears to bear most of the responsibility for making them, without a 
great deal of supervision from federal, state or even district authori¬ 
ties, nor from written guidelines, to help shape those decisions. Study 
findings imply that it is quite possible that one of the reasons why the 
nine sample projects are relatively more successful than average is be¬ 
cause the project directors are comfortable in such an unstructured 
position which requires creativity and self-direction by its very nature. 
Further research is called for to look more closely at the project 
director role and to pursue in detail the question of which is the more 
significant, the role itself or the individuals who fill it. 
In addition to the overall importance of the sample's project 
directors, a second general impression of these individuals is suggested 
by study findings. The style of leadership utilized by the nine 
administrators seems to be a unique combination of strong authority and 
shared responsibilities. As discussed above, each director is the un¬ 
questioned leader of the project. Yet, the teachers in the sample re¬ 
port a great deal of autonomy to select activities and materials for 
their own use in their classrooms or labs. In all but two projects the 
principal is seen as having major, if not sole, responsibility for 
supervising Title I teachers in his or her building. Parent Advisory 
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Councils are generally thought of as fairly active, even though they 
reportedly have little power to actually influence project management. 
The data also indicate that there is widespread participation among 
staffs and parents in program planning and evaluation. 
Each of these examples points to the ability of the project dir¬ 
ector to allow considerable freedom and group participation in some areas 
of project operation without actually compromising the power he or she 
enjoys over more fundamental issues, such as fiscal control. Whether 
intentional or accidental, such a leadership style seems to create a 
successful balance between the bureaucratic requirements for running a 
diffuse educational project and the desires of many educators and par¬ 
ents to maintain an open, flexible and humane participatory endeavor 
to serve the needs of young children. 
There is an interesting implication in this finding: A project 
director in any Title I project would be well-advised to incorporate 
into his or her management approach as much of this delicate balance of 
leadership as possible. Accepting the premise that the projects included 
in the sample are in fact achieving good results in student progress, 
such a leadership style may well be another vital ingredient of the 
positive environments which have helped create those improvements, as 
well as insure the long tenure observed in most staff members of the 
projects. 
The research findings point out a fairly consistent pattern of 
ample and primarily informal communications among the various partici¬ 
pants in each project—both staff and parents. There appears to be 
ongoing, spontaneous dialogue between most of the teachers in the pro¬ 
jects and the regular classroom teachers they work with. All nine 
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projects also give fairly long lists of the ways in which parents are 
kept abreast of project activities. 
One of the most commonly heard complaints about public schools in 
America today is that they are negligent in the area of communications. 
Within many school walls teachers report feelings of isolation and the 
impersonal tyranny of large classes, short lunch hours, written memos 
from administrators and rigid departmental lines of authority and per¬ 
sonal contacts. Outside the schools parents and community leaders com¬ 
plain of not knowing what is going on at any level of the schooling 
process. The implication from study findings is that it is very possible 
to overcome such a lack of communications within a school community. 
By its own chosen methods, each sample project has found a way to stim¬ 
ulate a natural flow of information about the children it serves among 
the parents and various teachers of those children in order to maximize 
the services offered. This may well be another factor in the success 
that is enjoyed by these exemplary projects. 
The diversity of perceptions demonstrated among the projects 
raises two interesting questions: Are the management processes of these 
nine exemplary projects truly different from one another or merely per¬ 
ceived differently by their respective participants? And if in fact 
the differences are real, are they important differences? Given the 
limitations of social research methodology, we perhaps can never know 
the true answer to either question. Regarding the former, the investi¬ 
gator chose to assume from the outset of the study that responses to 
questionnaires and interviews would be thoughtful and sincerely offered 
and would thus paint a picture of each project that was valid, if not 
entirely complete. Diversity among projects indicated by the data must 
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therefore be accepted as real, to the extent that the perceptions of 
their participants are real. The finding that perceptions are in fact 
not similar among the projects (Research Question #3) implies that there 
are many different ways for exemplary projects to be managed. 
Accepting the reality that the sample includes a diverse group of 
Title I projects, the issue of importance must be addressed. The com¬ 
plexities of all human organizations make it difficult to ever deter¬ 
mine precisely the most significant aspects of those organizations. 
What may seem trivial to one observer at one moment in time may seem 
essential to another, equally sensitive, observer at the same moment or 
at a different point in time. Based on review of a number of Title I 
projects, both exemplary and regular, the six particular critical 
management process areas were selected for inclusion in this study because 
they appeared to the investigator to be among the most important features 
of any Title I effort and therefore any differences discovered could be 
said to indicate important areas of diversity. Holding to this assump¬ 
tion, the study findings have indeed shown a number of important dif¬ 
ferences among the sample projects. The similarities observed in the 
written descriptions, including many of the projects' management features, 
must now be considered as only part of the story—perhaps as merely 
superficial descriptors which offer little indication of the more signi¬ 
ficant human interactions that take place within a project, behaviors 
that cannot be easily described in a brief project overview. 
An example of the limitations of written project descriptions was 
pointed out in Chapter Four's mention of apparent, but unexplainable, 
similarities consistently observed between several projects. Study 
findings can do no more than to indicate that more detailed investigation 
116 
into the workings of these projects would be required to discover which 
characteristics are actually similar and which are different. 
From this discussion of project diversity, three specific impli¬ 
cations may be drawn: (1) that real management differences exist among 
exemplary Title I projects, thus demonstrating that there is no single 
model for a successful management design; (2) that local education 
communities must choose carefully the management design which best meets 
their particular needs by considering a number of different approaches; 
and (3) that further research is called for to continue asking questions 
regarding what the key ingredients of good project management actually 
are, if such in fact exist. 
The diversity of perceptions within projects and within job 
categories adds further evidence of the complexity which characterizes 
Title I projects. Participants of the same project can apparently per¬ 
ceive strikingly different experiences. How a project of many different 
experiences and perceptions of reality can be held together as a suc¬ 
cessfully functioning service to a large number of students remains 
somewhat of a mystery. The implication found in this study is that in¬ 
ternal diversity per se does not prevent a Title I project from achieving 
success. The findings also suggest one possible reason why so little 
has been written about the management of Title I projects in the past: 
The complex interactions, diffuse perceptions and varied experiences within 
each project pose a formidable challenge to any research effort attempting 
to find consistent or easily defined management patterns. 
Throughout the presentation of data in Chapter Four, the agreement 
levels within projects were shown to be consistently higher than those 
within job categories. This observed pattern leads to an implication 
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that the sample project—in spite of its internal disagreements—con¬ 
stitutes something of an identity group which is strong enough to cut 
across lines of job and function. One's identity as a director, prin¬ 
cipal, teacher, or PAC chairperson in a Title I project seems to be less 
significant for shaping perceptions than which project one happens to 
be in. This adds further evidence to the previous observation that 
Title I projects are basically autonomous, diverse organizations that 
defy stereotypes of any kind, including stereotypes relating to organ¬ 
izational titles or functions. 
A final, summary implication derived from the research findings 
can best be stated: Title I is a vital and exciting program which is 
too large and too complex to permit simple definitions as to how it 
works on the local level or why it works better in some instances than 
in others. This generalization applies to its management features as 
much as to others such as curriculum or teaching methods. The decisions 
and compromises made by the originators of the program and its regula¬ 
tions over a decade ago were perhaps justified in allowing the flexi¬ 
bility and local autonomy which were built into its framework. Al¬ 
though the investigator in this study must admit to a sense of mild 
disappointment that a cleaner, more precise set of guidelines has not 
emerged from the data to show exactly how to manage a successful Title 
I project, she has nevertheless gained a profound respect for the ongoing 
potential of Title I projects of many descriptions to achieve the goals 
of improved educational opportunities for all students. 
Recommendations 
For project implementation: 
1. Because of the importance and autonomy of the role of director 
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for shaping a Title I project, the project director at the local 
level should be carefully selected by a district, with a clear 
understanding of what management and leadership style he or she 
brings to the job. 
2. Districts should provide comprehensive and ongoing training for 
Title I project directors in the fields of management and organi¬ 
zational leadership in order to assist directors to achieve a 
successful balance between strong decision-making authority and 
wide-based participation among staff and parents in project manage¬ 
ment . 
3. The importance of frequent, consistent and informal communica¬ 
tions should be emphasized by all Title I projects—within their 
immediate staffs, between the project staff and the regular class¬ 
room staff, and with parents. 
4. The U.S. Office of Education should provide more information to 
local Title I projects describing how one's management processes 
and style can directly influence overall project implementation. 
Staffs, parents and community education advocates should be better 
informed regarding how management decisions and style also have an 
impact on project planning and governance, as demonstrated by the 
research findings. 
For further policy research: 
1. Careful research should be undertaken to more fully understand 
the dynamic management interactions which take place in successful 
Title I projects as compared to average or unsuccessful ones in 
order to recommend possible improvements for all Title I efforts. 
2. Specific studies should aiso be developed to look at implementation 
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of Title I in large urban schools to determine if the same manage¬ 
ment processes used by exemplary projects originating in small 
town or suburban settings are equally useful in such schools. As 
pointed out in the introduction to this study, urban school systems 
depend to a large extent on Title I funds to supplement inadequate 
state and local education budgets and thus have a particular need 
for clear direction in the management area for improved service 
delivery. 
3. Research should be undertaken to look in more detail at the 
specific role of the Title I project director, with particular 
focus on the effects of the basic autonomy which is built into 
that position and the impact the role has on other project parti¬ 
cipants . 
The perceptions of key participants regarding critical management 
processes withir and among selected exemplary ESEA Title I projects 
described and discussed by this study will hopefully serve as a founda¬ 
tion on which to build a new awareness of and respect for the administra¬ 
tive functions within all educational programs. They may also serve as 
the basis for developing policy guidelines at local, state and federal 
levels to insure better program services to the students we seek to 
educate. 
APPENDIX A 
LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS 
ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30314 
ICHOOL or EDUCATION January 12, 1979 
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Educational Administration and 
Supervision at Atlanta University. The topic of my dissertation research is 
local management of exemplary Title I projects. 
The ' Project, developed in your district, 
has been selected as one of ten exemplary Title I projects for my research 
sample. With your permission, I would like to send a brief questionnaire and 
set up a telephone interview with the Project Director, as well as the 
principal, lead Title I teacher and chairperson of the Parent Advisory 
Council in three of the schools in your district participating in that project. 
I hope that through this study, a clearer understanding of the management 
procedures used by exemplary projects will assist other districts across the 
country to develop similarly effective services through the Title I program. 
Names of participants, projects and project sites will not be used in 
reporting the results of the research. 
If you are willing to grant your permission, would you kindly sign the 
authorization section below and return this letter in the enclosed self- 
addressed envelope. Your reply by January 26th would be greatly appreciated. 
Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. For further information, 
please feel free to contact me at (202)245-8003 or Dr. Kilpatrick, my 
advisor at (404)525-4357. 
Yours truly, 
Dr. Ronald KUpatrickT 




You have my authorization to include the  
in your dissertation research. 





QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROJECT DIRECTORS 
PROJECT DIRECTOR TITLE I MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
# 
The following questions are concerned with information and opinions 
regarding management activities which are part of your Title I project. 
Please read each question carefully and place a checkmark (</) beside your 
answer. For each question, please check only the one answer you consider 
best. If you wish to explain any response or make comments about any 
question please use the extra space at the end of the questionnaire. 
Your answers will be kept in strict confidence. The code letters in the 
upper right hand corner are included only to make sure that all job groups 
and projects are represented in the study. 
Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 
* * * * 
1. For how long have you been involved in your present Title I project? 
  Less than 1 year   4 to 6 years 
 1 to 3 years  More than 6 years 
2. For how long have you been involved in Title I in general? 
  Less than 1 year   4 to 6 years 
 1 to 3 years  More than 6 years 
3. On the average, how often do you meet with the Title I teachers in your 
project? 
 At least weekly  Whenever the occasion arises 
  At least 2 times a-month no set schedule 
 Monthly  Never 
  Several times a-year 
3.a. Who usually arranges these meetings with the teachers? 
Usually called by the Project Director 
Usually requested by the teacher 
Other method; please explain:  
On a set schedule - 
no specific 
arrangements needed 
4. On the average, how often do you meet with the principals in the Title I 
schools using your project? 
  At least weekly 
  At least 2 times a-month 
  Monthly 
Several times a-year 
Whenever the occasion arises 
no set schedule 
Never 
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4.a. Who usually arranges these meetings with the principals? 
Usually called by the Project Director 
Usually requested by the principal 
Other method; please explain:  
On a set schedule - 
no specific 
arrangements needed 
5. How are teachers selected to participate in your Title I project? 
  Teachers volunteer   Parent Advisory Council 
  Project Director selects teachers selects teachers 
 School principals select teachers  Don't Know 
  Other method; please explain:  
6. Who has the main responsibility to arrange the training sessions for 
Title I teachers? 
  Project Director 
  Principals 
 Superintendent of Schools 
 Other; please explain:  
7. On the average, how often do Title I teachers meet with regular classroom 
teachers in your project? 
  At least weekly 
 At least 2 times a-month 
  Monthly 
 Other; please explain:_ 
8. Would you say that your project's Parent Advisory Councils are very active, 
somewhat active, or not at all active? 
 Very active  Not at all active 
  Somewhat active   No opinion 
9. How often do the Parent Advisory Councils generally meet? 
 More than once a-month Only for specific occasions - 
  onthly no set schedule 
  Several times a-year   Don't Know 
 Other; please specify:  




Parent Advisory Council 
Don't Know 
Project Directors -- Page 3 
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10. In your opinion, who seems to have the most influence over how your 
Title I project functions? 
  Project Director 
  Principals of Title I schools 
 Title I teachers 
 Parent Advisory Councils 
  Other; please specify:  
11. In your opinion, who seems to have the most control over how the Title I 
money is spent in your project? 
  Project Director 
  Principals of Title I schools 
 Title I teachers 
  Parent Advisory Councils 
 Other; please specify:  
12. Are there any obstacles in the way of making your Title I project better 
than it currently is? If so, what are they? 
 Title I rules and regulations  Lack of parent commitment 
  School district rules and regulations 
  Lack of staff commitment  Not enough money 
 No obstacles   Poor staff skills or training 
 A specific person; please specify title:  
  Other; please specify: 
Superintendent of Schools 
Board of Education 
No opinion 
Superintendent of Schools 




QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRINCIPALS, 
TEACHERS AND PAC CHAIRPERSONS 
TITLE I MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
#. 
The following questions are concerned with information and opinions regarding management 
activities which are part of your Title I project. Please read each question carefully and place a checkmark 
( V) beside your answer. For each question, please check only the one answer you consider best. If you 
wish to explain any response or make comments about any question please use the extra page at the end of 
the questionnaire. 
Your answers will be kept in strict confidence. The code letters in the upper right hand corner are 
included only to make sure that all job groups and projects are represented in the study. 
Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 
★ * * 
1. For how long have you been involved in your present Title I project? 
□ Less than 1 year □ 4 to 6 years 
□ 1 to 3 years □ More than 6 years 
2. For how long have you been involved in Title I in general? 
□ Less than 1 year n 4 to 6 years 
□ 1 to 3 years □ More than 6 years 
3. On the average, how often do you meet with your Title I Project Director (or Coordinator)? 
□ At least weekly □ Whenever the occasion arises — 
□ At least 2 times a-month no set schedule 
□ Monthly □ Never 
□ Several times a-year 
4. Who usually arranges these meetings with the Project Director? 
□ Usually called by the Project Director □ On a set schedule — no specific 
□ Usually arranged at your request arrangements necessary 
□ Other method; please explain:  
5. How are teachers selected to participate in your Title I project? 
□ Teachers volunteer □ Parent Advisory Council selects teachers 
□ Project Director selects teachers for project for Pr°ject 
□ Don’t know 
□ School principals select teachers for project 
□ Other method; please explain:  
6. Who has the main responsibility to arrange the training sessions for Title I teachers? 
□ Project Director □ Teachers themselves 
□ Principals □ Parent Advisory Council 
□ Superintendent of Schools □ Don t know 
□ Other; please explain:    
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8. On the average, how often do Title I teachers meet with regular classroom teachers in your project? 
□ At least weekly □ As occasions arise — no set schedule 
□ At least 2 times a-month □ Never 
□ Monthly □ Don’t know 
Other; please explain: _  
9. Would you say that your school’s Parent Advisory Council is very active, somewhat active or not 
at all active? 
□ Very active □ Not at all active 
□ Somewhat active □ No opinion 
10. How often does your Parent Advisory Council meet? 
□ More than once a-month □ Only for specific occasions — no set schedule 
□ Monthly □ Don’t know 
□ Several times a-year 
□ Other; please specify:  
11. 
12. 
In your opinion, who seems to have the most influence over how your Title ! project functions? 
□ Project Director □ Superintendent of Schools 
□ Principal of your school □ Board of Education 
□ Title I teachers □ No opinion 
□ Parent Advisory Council 
□ Other person; please specify:  
13. 
In your opinion, who seems to have the most control over how the Title I money is spent in your project? 
□ Project Director □ Superintendent of Schools 
□ Principals of Title I schools □ Board of Education 
□ Title I teachers □ No opinion 
□ Parent Advisory Council 
□ Other person; please specify:  
Are there any obstacles in the way of making your Title I project better than it currently is? 
If so, what are they? 
□ Title I rules and regulations 
□ School district rules and regulations 
□ Lack of staff commitment 
□ No obstacles 
□ A specific person; please specify title: 
□ Lack of parent commitment 
□ Not enough money 
□ Poor staff skills or training 




1. In what way is your local school board involved in your Title I project? 
2. In what way is your superintendent of schools involved in the project? 
3. How do the parents of Title I students find out wnat is happening in 
project activities? 
k. On those occasions when you feel that you have a problem with some part 
of the project, what steps do you take to solve it? 
5. In what ways have you been involved in planning activities for the 
project this year? 
6. What role does the project director play in selecting Title I materials 
or activities for use in the school? 
7. Who is considered the supervisor for Title I teachers, the principal or 
the project director? 
8. In what way have you been involved in project evaluations? 
9. Are the project evaluations helpful to you in any way? If so, how? 
10. Does the project director have veto power over how a principal spends 
the Title I funds in his/her school? 
11. In your opinion, does the Parent Advisory Council play an important 
role in your project? Explain. 
12. How does your project make sure there is communication between the 
Title I teachers and the regular classroom teachers? 
1.30 
APPENDIX E 
SAMPLE MANAGEMENT PLAN OUTLINE 
GCâLS 
a The project director accepts ultimate responsibility for project 
success and provides the required driving force for IRIT. 
a Team members develop individual instructional approaches within 
broad IRIT guidelines. 
a Instruction reflects the combined expertise of the project 
director and team teachers. 
a Problem solving support from the project director is readily 
available to all project staff. 
a The project operates efficiently. 
a Liaison between the teams and the project director is provided 
by team leaders. 
a Identify priorities and be tenacious in 
carrying them out. 
All year 
a Represent the project enthusiastically. Ail year 
a Set and maintain limits (based on personal 
expertise and PIP guidelines) on instructional 
techniques and budgets. 
All year 
a Visit classrooms weekly. All year 
a Design and conduct formal training. All year 
a Remain continually on call for solving problems. All year 
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9 General 
— Gain and maintain support for project. 
• School Board and District Administration 
— Project is refunded annually. 
— Project director is given control over budget and hiring, 
and authority to run the project in accordance with PIP 
guidelines, 
e School Staff 
— Principals provide satisfactory space and allow IRIT to 
operate in accordance with PIP guidelines. 
— Principals and teachers take an active and positive•role in 
student selection and scheduling. 
• Parents and Community 
— Parents encourage (permit) children's participation. 
— Parents help students at home and come to project functions. 
— Parents and community support continued project funding. 
Prepare orientation presentation, locate 
projector/tape player, and print handouts. 
March 
Orient school board and district administra¬ 
tors, and parent advisory council. 
March 
Orient staffs of participating schools. March-April 
Confirm first-cycle school. April 





Report to school board, administrators, and 
parent council regularly. 
All year 
Ensure that project teachers provide regular 
feedback to classroom teachers. 
All year 
Along with project staff, organize and attend 
project functions for parents and community. 
All year 
Give results of final testing to principals 
and teachers. 
May 
cortTinyiriG BEYORDTHE FIRST Yù3B 
GOALS 
• IRIT is refunded annually. 
• The number of IRI1 teams expands as desired to meet district 
needs. 
• Operation and expansion continue smoothly. 
TASKS 
Start-Up 
• Brief school board, district officials, school March-April 
personnel. 
• Determine potential funding sources for March-April 
second year. 
Operation 
• Maintain contact with board, officials, school September-June 
personnel. 
• Involve parents. October 
• Provide board with interim evaluation. December 
• Recruit and orient new staff. April-May 
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• Budget allocations assure adequate resources in all categories. 
• District personnel are satisfied with overall budget alloca¬ 
tions. 
TASKS 
■ Determine local or state budgetary categories March 
for materials, equipment, and so on, and 
make adjustments as needed to the IRIT budget¬ 
ing worksheets. 
• Allocate funds according to PIP budgeting March 
guidelines. 
• Take inventory of available items. April 
• Follow district budgeting procedures. All year 
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SELECTED m> SCHEDULING STUDENTS 
GOALS 
8 Selected students need the special help IRIT provides, 
e Students have the potential to benefit from IRIT. 
» Students are not discipline problems. 
e Students participate in the project for only one 10-week cycle. 
e Most students are in third grade; some are in fourth grade. 
a Principals and teachers are generally happy with the outcomes 
of the student selection procedures. 
TASKS 
Arrange with principal for September meeting 
to select first cycle students. 
dune 
Arrange with principals for second and third 
cycle selection meetings. 
October, January 
Along with IRIT teachers, meet with princi¬ 




Ensure that teachers review most recent test 
scores of students nominated to see that 
nominated students have low reading/language 





Ensure that teachers discuss student 




Ensure that each team selects 43 students. September, 
February 
November, 
Ensure that parents are notified. September, 
February 
November, 
Ensure that teams give results of initial 







• Students perform closer to their reading potential: 
— Students increase skills in decoding, vocabulary/compre¬ 
hension, and individualized reading. 
— Instruction is individualized for students' own skill 
deficiencies and levels. 
• Students have self-confidence and readily participate in 
reading activities. 
nets 
• Use personal expertise and PIP to design 
instruction. 
March-August 
a Conduct start-up training workshop. August 
• Monitor instruction at least once a week. All year 
• Conduct or attend monthly in-service training All year 
meeting. 
• Offer suggestions about classroom procedures All year 
and serve as a resource for information on new 
technigues and materials. 
Team leaders: 
• are available during August to help set up training workshop. 
e with minimal guidance, can individualize instruction in desig¬ 
nated reading area and coordinate team activities. 
Team teachers: 
• are available for the start-up training workshop in August. 
• with minimal guidance, can individualize instruction in 
designated reading area. 
Team secretary: 
s is able to assist with record keeping and producing materials. 
TASKS 
Determine district hiring policies. March 
s Recruit and select staff. April-June 
• Arrange for substitute teachers, 
e Hire lead teachers. 
September 
July-August 
Hire remaining staff. August 
8 Arrange for substitute teachers. September 
GOALS 
General 
• Teachers and project director share knowledge and skills, and 
provide mutual support. 
« During start-up workshop, teachers: 
— prepare classrooms and student folders. 
• After start-up workshop, teachers: 
— carry out their part of the student selection meeting with 
classroom teachers. 
— give diagnostic tests and identify individual skill deficien 
cies. 
— keep students engaged in appropriate individualized activi¬ 
ties using materials and equipment covered in start-up 
workshop. 
— keep student folders up to date. 
— coordinate individualized instruction in three reading areas 
— maintain a classroom atmosphere that is free and informal, 
while also serious and orderly. 
• After subsequent in-service workshops, teachers: 
— administer standardized tests for project evaluation. 
— make use of all commercial materials and equipment. 
— identify needs for additional materials and order or make 
them. 
— continue professional development. 
Specific 
TASKS 
• Plan start-up training workshop. June-August 
Conduct start-up training workshop. August 
Conduct or arrange for in-service training. Monthly 
General 
e Staff morale is high. 
• No insoluble conflicts arise among project staff. 
Specific 
• Materials and equipment are shared among the three 
• Team members interact as equals. 
0 Lead teacher provides liaison, not supervision. 
0 Project staff see your role as basically advisory. 
TASKS 
0 Explain level of team autonomy when recruiting 
staff. 
0 Clarify role of team leader when he/she is hired. 
0 Encourage teachers to develop their own instruc¬ 
tional approaches within IRIT framework. 
0 Let team decide how to allocate remaining 
materials budget. 
0 Assign liaison rather than supervisory duties 
to team leader. 
0 Encourage team teachers and secretary to com¬ 
municate directly with you about interpersonal 
conflicts. 
0 Monitor team relationships during visits to 
classrooms and in-service sessions. 
a Encourage teachers to raise instructional 
problems during in-service sessions. 
areas. 









• Materials, tests, and equipment are available at the beginning 
of the start-up workshop. 
• Adequate materials, equipment, supplies, and tests are available 
when needed throughout the school year. 
• The materials and equipment satisfy the instructional require¬ 
ments without excessive cost. 
• Study Materials/Equipment Catalogue and request March 
sample copies, brochures, catalogues, and 
demonstrations as necessary. 
• Survey project materials and equipment in the April 
district using Budgeting Worksheets 3 and A 
(Chapter 6). 
• Determine district procedures for placing April 
orders. 
• Order necessary materials, equipment and 
diagnostic tests, using information in 
this chapter and Materials/Equipment Cata¬ 
logue . 
• Requisition (order) basic supplies. 
• Order tests for project evaluation. 
• Monitor receipt of materials/equipment 
in district and familiarize yourself with 
skills covered in each materials package. 
• With lead teachers, determine which 
materials/equipment to cover during the 
start-up workshop and distribute them 
to classroom(s) in time for workshop. 








e Approve teachers' materials orders. All year 
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GOALS 
• Principals are cooperative about designating and reserving 
three adjacent classrooms and office for the team. 
a Project classrooms are attractively furnished and decorated. 
• Location of project director's office helps establish the 
relationship of the project director to the staff. 
• Secure office space in district office March 
building or other suitable location. 
a Confirm home school and check on any March 
previous commitments for space. 
a Arrange with principal of home schools to April 
designate space. 
a Survey furniture, using worksheet in April 
Chapter 6. 
a Check district policies on furniture and/or April 
portable classroom orders. 
a Order furniture and portable classrooms April 
(if necessary). 
a Prepare at least one classroom for training. August 
a Monitor preparation of classrooms for August 
instruction. 
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